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ABSTRACT

In 1976, a unique effort to curb bur

glary and robbery as well as f
these crimes in an urban neighborhood was implemented in the Asylum Hi;ir of
section of Hartford, Connecticut. The program had three components:

1) By closing some streets and b

y making others one-way, through traf
usi:g resldential streets was substantially reduced. In addition, %he rertie
rei dential character of the neighborhood was reinforced by creating visual
entrances into the neighborhood from the busy streets that surrounded it.

2) A neighborhood police team was c

reated, together with a Police Advi
Committee consisting of resident representativ;s, to strengthen the ey
relationship between police and residents.

3) Formal organizations in the n

eighborhood were created and/
strengthened to provi 3 ie
o provide effective ways for residents to work on neighborhood

It is critical to understand that
the components of the program
;hemselves intended to affect crime and fear directly. Rathzr,gtheywzzieHOt
t;tendid to be catalytic and to create an environment in which the residents of
sti ne ghzorhood could have a substantial impact on the rate of
anger—to-stranger crime and the extent t
stranger- o stranger o which people were afrald or

. Th: program was initially evaluated in 1977, after it had been fully in
place for about a year. That evaluation showed that arrests of peréons
3:2m25§22§ burgliries ang robberies in Asylum Hill had risen markedly. There
ce o ncreased use of the neighborhood by resid e,

limited, evidence of increased info e e e e

rmal ~ocial control. The most encouragi
Zigiizgz YZizlthat Shihratebgf burglary in the neighborhood dropped wella%eggw

: s, and the robbery rate probably improved as well. M
. ore

some of the measures of fear and concerns about crime, particularly thg:er’i h
respect to burglary, also improved. ®

the 22222:: :i Ehefémporta:ce of this experiment to a general understanding of
at affect crime and fear and because of 1its
potential to 1
;onditions with respect to crime and fear, a second evaluation of the prigzzge
as carried out in 1979, three yearz after complete implementation.

In 1979, the program was not the sgame a
s 1t had been in 1977. It
tﬁigg;hetgziic; gogponeni oi the program had changed markedly. Among gigeiound
, a een significant manpower reductions in the H
department and police service in 1979 was not the same as in 19?§?foggepg%12§e
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f the change was that arrests for burglaries and robberies in

ar pre-program levels. However, the community
changes were still in place; and

was even lower in 1979 than in 1977.

concrete signs o
Asylum Hill dropped sharply to ne
organizations were still active; the street
the traffic through the area, if anything,

the re—-evaluation 1is the extent to which

d in their behaviors and feelings related
Residents reported using the
strangers, a much higher

The most significant finding of
North Asylum Hill residents increase
to informal social control of their neighborhood.
neighborhood more, a better ability to recognize
incidence of actually intervening in suspicious situations and a markedly
increased perception of neighbors as a resource against crime. Every measure
related to informal social control was significantly improved in 1979 over
pre—program levels. Moreover, there was an accompanying widespread confidence
that the neighborhood was growing in strength: people felt that the
neighborhood was improving and would continue to improve.

Second, some of the measures of fear and concern about crime were better
than pre-program measures, while others remained stable. However, in the rest
of Hartford, these measures had been rising steadily. Thus, if fear and
concern about burglary and robbery had increased at the city~wide rate in North
Asylum Hill, we would have found them to be significantly higher than they

actually were in 1979.

and robbery appeared to rise between 1977 and

Third, the levels of burglary
he levels that one would have predicted from

1979, returning approximately to t
the city-wide trends.

The research results support five critical conclusions:

1) Environmental design changes can strengthen a neighborhood. Making a
neighborhood more residential can have positive affects on the extent to which
residents exercise control over a neighborhood area and on the way they feel

about thelr neighborhood and neighbors.

2) Strengthening informal social control in a neighborhood can have
a positive effect on fear of and concerns about crime.

3) Fear of crime in an area is more related to the character of a
neighborhood than to the actual rates of crime.

al control in an urban neighborhood does

4) Increased informal socil
(at least given the period

not, by itself, necessarily lead to crime reduction
of time evaluated here).

5) There is correlational evidence that aggressive, effective arrest activity

by police may deter crime in a neighborhood area.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

OVERVIEW

In 1976, an experimental effort to reduce residential burglary and street
robbery/pursesnatch and the fear of those crimes was implemented in the Asylum
Hill section of Hartford, Connecticut.

The most distinctive feature of that program was 1its integrated approach:
police, community organizations and physlical design changes were all used to
create an evnironment in which residents would be more likely to control theilr
neighborhood and to reduce opportunities for criminal behavior.

After that program had been in place for a year, a careful evaluation was
carried out in 1977 (Fowler, et al., 1979). That evaluation produced evidence
of some positive results:

1) Burglary was significantly reduced.
2) Street crime was probably also reduced.
3) Residents' fears and concerns about these crimes appeared to improve.

4) There was some evidence of increased informal social control in the
area.

5) Arrests of burglars and robbers operating in Asylum Hill increased
markedly.

6) There was evidence of increased use of the neighborhood by residents.

It was decided to re-evaluate the effects of the program in 1979, three
vears after the program was fully implemented. One reason for a second
evaluation was concern that the positive results might be short-lived. 1In such
a program it is not uncommon to see an initlal positive response that does not
endure. Second, although there were some positive effects on crime and fear, a
number of the hoped-for changes {n the character of the neighborhood did not
materialize within a year, particularly changes in feelings about the
neighborhood. It was thought that more time might be needed for these changes
to occur. A second look at the neighborhood two years later obviously would
help address both of those uncertainties.

This is the report of the re—evaluation of the program in 1979, some three
years after it was fully implemented. 1In essence, data on the varlety of



measures used in the initial evaluation were up-dated, so that the situation in
1979 could be compared both with the years before the program was implemented
and 1977, when the program had been in place a year.

This report addresses three main toplcs. First, the program itself and its
implementation are described in some detail. It is, of course, essential to
describe a program in order to evaluate its Impact. Moreover, the longitudinal
nature of the evaluation permits description of the evolution or changes in the
program over a three-year period and provides some general lessons about
"crime-control” programs.

Second, the impact of the program on crime and fear of crime is evaluated.

Third, some basic ideas about crime control and fear reduction are
examined. This 1s the most important feature of this experiment. Informal
social control is perhaps the most pervasive variable in community crime
prevention theories. The Hartford experiment was an effort to reduce crime and
fear by creating conditions under which informal social control would grow.
This re—evaluation contributed to understanding the conditions that foster
informal social control and the role of informal social control in the
reduction of burglary and robbery and the fear of those crimes.

PROJECT BACKGROUND

Introduction

In 1973, the predecessor of this project was funded by the National
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice (NILECJ) through a grant to
the Hartford Institute for Criminal and Social Justice.

Then, as now, the problem of what to do about community crime was a top
priority question —- and one to which there was no certain answer. There were,
however, some interesting ideas. Some corrziational studles suggested that
crime was not distributed randomly. In particular, the physical desig: of an
area and the way people used an area appeared to affect crime rates and
patterns (Jacobs, 1961; Angell, 1968; Newman, 1972; and Reppetto 1974). The
Hartford Project was designed using an understanding of the dynamics of
community crime to produce an interventlon that would reduce crime and fear of
crime in an exlsting residential neighborhood.

There were several premises that underlay the initial project:

1) Robbery and burglary were the target crimes because of theilr
prevalence, and the fact that they were committed by strangers, which made them
among the most fear-producing crimes.

2) Fear of crime was as much a target as crime itself.

3) A neighborlinod area was a reasonable level at which to attempt to reduce
robbery and burglary.

4) A considerable amount of robbery and burglary is casual and unplanned.
A path to crime reduction is deterrence through opportunity reduction.

5) The physical design of a neighborhood area is one feature that affects
criminal opportunities. Proposed efforts at crime reduction should address
physical design changes as one potential resource.

6) A variety of factors can affect criminal opportunities. The programs
most likely to succeed would probably be multi-faceted.

The plan was to bulld a team of experts to analyze the features of a
nelghborhood with a relatively high rate of burglary and/or robbery. Its first
task would be to identify the characteristics of the area that seemed to create
criminal opportunities. 1Its second task was to design a feasible intervention
that would reduce criminal opportunities and thereby crime and fear. The
NILECJ grant was to fund the planning and evaluation of such a project.

Hartford, Connecticut was chosen as the site for this test for three
reasons. First, there were neighborhoods in Hartford similar to those in many
other citles where crime is a major problem. It seemed essential to test the
approach in areas where extensive crime control efforts were most needed and
most likely to be attempted. Second, the Hartford Institute of Criuwinal and
Social Justice provided an ideal organization to carry out such experiments.
As a non-profit institute outside city government, with strong working
relationships with city officials, the police department and the business
community, it offered a potential for successfully coordinating and
implementing a complex experiment which did not exist in many other cities.
Third, the project required independent funding of the proposed crime control
program, including any physical design changes required. The National
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice (NILECJ) could only fund the
planning and evaluation components of the experiment. In Hartford, there was
an expressed willingness on the part of private and public interests to make
capital investments in an exlisting neighborhood, if a feasible and convincing
plan could be ,developed.

Planning the Program

In 1973, an interdisciplinary team was assembled to work with the Hartford
Institute, which included experts in urban design and land use planning, as
well as criminological, police and research experts. Using existing police
record data, data from a sample survey of residents, site analysis and the
results of Interviews with offenders, police officials and other knowledgeable
people, this team assembled a composite plcture of crime and fear in the target
areas. The principal focus of the analysis was the way the neighborhood
enviromment contributed to the creation of criminal opportunities. The
analysis also included an assessment of the roles, current and potential, of
citizens and police in opportunity reduction.

The area chosen as a target was Asylum Hill, a residential area a few
blocks from the central business district of Hartford. The 5,000 residents
lived mainly in low-rise apartment houses and some two—- or three—-family houses.
The area was racially mixed and consisted largely of single residents, young
and old. It had a high rate of transiency and street crime.

Briefly, the analysis concluded that this neighborhood had become
non-residential in character, because of the large amount of vehicular and
pedestrian traffic that passed through each day. Residents avolded their



streets and yards, did not know theilr neighbors, could not exercise any control
over who used their neighborhood, or for what purpose. Offenders could
comfortably wander residential streets in such an environment. Although the
composition of the nelghborhood and the nature of the housing contributed to
this situation, the extensive use of the neighborhood by outsiders was
considered to be an important contributing factor —— and one that could be
changed.

The physical design team proposed:

a) To restrict vehicular traffic through the neighborhood and to channel
most remaining through-traffic onto two major streets within the neighborhood.

b) To define visually the boundaries of the neighborhood and sub-parts of
the neighborhood.

These changes were to be realized by creating cul-de-sacs at a few critical
intersections, narrowing the entrances to some streets, and making other
streets one-way. The combination of these changes, which could be accomplished
in a reasconably short period of time at a modest cost, was intended to make the
neighborhood more residential —-— to make 1t mores a place that belonged to the
residents, of which they would feel part of which they would take care.

The Hartford police were very well regarded by Asylum Hill residents.
Thelr pattern of rotating assignments within a centralized department, however,
did not foster intimate knowledge of the neighborhood, its physical
environment, the patterns of crime, or the residents and their concerns.

The plan also proposed that a decentralized team of police be assigned
permanently to the area. It was felt that police could be more effective in
opportunity reduction if they were familiar with the neighborhsod. This also
would provide an opportunity for increased communication between citizens and
police so that each could support the efforts of the other more effectively.

Decisions about policies and procedures would more likely reflect neighborhood
priorities.

It was felt that an Iincreased citizen role in opportunity reduction would
result from the physical changes and, perhaps, from closer relationships with
the police as well. However, an important part of the program entailed
encouraging existing community organizations and stimulating the development of
others. Community organizations were needed to enable citizens to participate
in the planning and implementation of the physical changes. Thelr approval of
the plans was required before the physical improvements could be funded. 1In
addition, such groups provided a mechanism for establishing a Police Advisory
Committee through which citizens and police could discuss concerns, problems
and priorities. Finally, it was thought that such groups might, on their own,

initiate activities directly related to crime and fear or to improving the
neighborhood in general.

The purpose of the community organization component of the program was not
silmply or primarily to mobilize citizens to fight crime. This component
instead was seen as an essential ingredient to implementing all parts of the
program. Moreover, the goal of increased citizen involvement in crime
reduction was expected to be achieved through the combined effects of the
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physical changes, the reorganization of police and the work of the community
groups.

The Program Implementation

Community organization work began in the fall of 1974. At that time, there
was one existing resident organization serving the northern part of the
neighborhood. Over a period of six months two more organizations serving other
parts of Asylum Hill were formed.

The initial agenda for community meetings was the way the physical
environment affected the neighborhood and how changes might improve the
neighborhood as a place to 1ive. Later, a Police Advisory Committee was
formed, including representatives of the three major community groups. vaer
time, the groups initiated block watch programs, recreational programs 2r
youth, improvements in a large neighborhood park and worked with others in
Hartford to try to stabilize the housing situation in Asylum Hill.

The Hartford Police Department created a district which included Asylum
Hill early in 1975. Within the district, two teams were created, one of Whiihh
was designated to serve Asylum Hill. The team had geographic stabilitz, a g
degree of interaction with citizens, and i1t gained a moderate amount O
autonomy in decision making.

The physical design plan underwent a long period of review during which a1
number of detalls were modified. Approval was difficult to obtain for severa
reasons. It was the most radically innovative component in that it proposed
closing off several streets to through traffic. The logical connection between
closing streets and crime reduction is a subtle one, more so than that between
police or citizen efforts and crime, and therefore more difficult to
communicate. The proposed street closings necessarily affected directly more
people than the other two program components, including residents and .
businesses on the streets to be closed, city departments providing services g
the area, and political officials of the city. Therefore more people had to be
consulted and convinced of the value of the changes.

Eventually a plan was approved which entailed eleven changes in the public
streets, all in the northern half of the nelghborhood.* Two key east-west
streets were closed to through traffic. A number of other streets were
narrowed at intersections; one was made one-way. One north-south street and
one east-west street were left open to carry traffic not routed around the
neighborhood. The goal was to make most of the streets in the neighborhoog Zf
use primarily to residents. Some of the street narrowings were also intende
to give definition to neighborhood boundaries. The intersection treatments
were designed to be attractive, including planters and areas for resident ?;?é
Work began in June, 1976. All street closings were complete by November, .
Some of the final landscaping was added in the spring of 1977.

*The community organization and team policing components of the program were
implemented for the entire Asylum Hill neighborhood. .



1977 Evaluation

From the outset, evaluation of the program was aiceniraigggrt Zfdzzziled
hered, starting in .
roject. Hence, extensive data were gat ,
ngiuation was ;repared as of the spring of 1977, after all p?;ts of the
program had been in place for about a year (Fowler, et al. 1979).

The 1977 evaluation indicated that during the 1976-1977 experimentil year,
residential burglary in North Asylum Hill decreased by nearly half ;hiti rd
robbery/pursesnatch at least leveled off. Both rates increased for Hartfo :

a whole.

There were corresponding changes in patterns of fear of these criTe: aTozg
residents of the area. These changes occurred only wheze ;he gzisica esig
lice team and the c zen

hanges were in place, together with the po

grzzgization efforts;,they were not apparent in ir2381Witg:;§ Ezimsigiztto
South Asylum Hill through 1977 and North Asylum |

;8?2%?8 éhe short~-term conclusion was clearly that the program had a direct

effect on crime rates and on fear.

Although the data on the impact of the program were reigtivelzh:%e:;é the
. There was evidence
why the program worked were less so
digar:; hag posltive effects on resident behaviors that were crucial linkslf?
Ehegmodel. Frequency of walking in the neighborhood increased significantly;
this was found to be related to a significant increase in ease of stianger
recognition. Reslidents were also much more likely to have ?aditiigzezrand
hers' homes. However, general a u
arrangements to watch one anot ey
d the neighborhood had not change g
perceptions of neighbors an e e e e rosn hould
1 social control was supposed to be the key r
é:iﬁfmaYet, thr evidence for increased social control -~ while present — did not
seem commensurate with the burglary and fear reductions observed.

There was some evidence of change in offender behavior. Duri:g the
1976-1977 evaluation year, there was a substantial shift in :tried to main
robbery/purse snatch from side streets where they had predom ni eSouth reylun
streets. Since this shift occurred (though in a smaller way)1 n. outh aeyd
Hill as well as North Asylum Hill, we assumed it was the result no y
street changes, but also of citizen and/or police efforts.

: t robbers increased
The number of arrests of burglars and stree
substantially in 1976 and climbed even higher during the eviiuatigz Zi:i;ivzh:n
ffective. Police were generally mo
D e orenetiins ot the aetgh lice-citizen relations, and their own
heir perceptions of the neighborhood, police-c ,
go:k. PCitizen attitudes toward the police, however, did not change for the
better. In some cases, they became more negative.

SIGNIFICANCE OF RE-EVALUATION

inconclusive in two critical

The results of the 1977 evaluation were

respects. First, it 1is easy to think that the impact observed on burglary ind
other crime-related measures may have been short-term. It is notdincommzz o]
see some initial effects of an experimental program tha. quickly sappear.

[ ———

More important, however, was the failure of the program after one year to
show a marked effect on a varlety of measures related to commitment to the
neighborhood and informal social control. Although there was some increased
use of the neighborhood and an increase in informal arrangements to watch
homes, the variety of measures reflecting the ability and willingness to
control events in the neighborhood did not indicate the substantial
improvements which had been predicted and which would seem to be required in
order to affect crime and fear levels over a long period.

By extending the evaluation, the opportunity was created to better
understand neighborhood dynamics and to determine which factors play critical

roles in reducing crime and fear. The reevaluation would provide greater
understanding in four areas.

Physical Design

One issue was the potential significance of the physical design of a
neighborhood. The Hartford Project certainly had its roots in the work of
Jacobs (1961), Angel (1968), Newman (1972) and Reppetio (1974). Each of thosa
studies suggested that the way a neighborhood was built and used made an
important contribution to the likelihood of crimes occurring in the
neighborhood. The ecritical mechanism through which the environment affected
criminal opportunities was informal social control. In essence, each of these
researchers concluded that the way the physical environment was bullt affected
the ability and willingness of pecple to control an area. In environments
where would~be offenders were more likely to be observed, where they were more
likely to be questioned, where they felt that intervention was more likely,
offenders would be less likely to operate. These ideas are more fully
developed in Tien-gg_gl. (1975) and Fowler (1979).

The theory about the relationship between the physical design of a
neighborhood and informal social control was based on correlational studies.
Researchers observed that neighborhoods with more favorable environmental
designs seemed also to have more effective social control. Perhaps the most
important aspect of the Hartford experiment was that it was the first time that
physical design changes were implemented explicitly to increase the ability of
residents to exercise informal gsocial control over their neighborhood area.

Informal Social Control and Crime

If the level of informal goclal control exercised by residents of North
Asylum Hill actually increased as a result of the experiment, there were two
other important hypotheses that could be addressed. First, the research cited
above posited that increased informal social control would reduce criminal
opportunities, and thereby, reduce crime rates. This is an hypothesis that ig
difficult to examine on a cross—sectional basis. Multi-neighborhood studies
are needed. Becausge neighborhoods often differ in a variety of ways, it ig
difficult to sort out the independent effects of informal social control or
cohesion from other important determinants of crime, such as proximity of
offenders. Although the Hartford pProject has its own problems with sorting out
causality because of the potential for more than one change to occur over time,
its longitudinal design provides a unique potential to see whether changes in
informal social control colncide with reductions in crime rates.
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Informal Social Control and Fear of Crime

At the time the Hartford Project was initiated, research on fear of crime
had not progressed very far. 1In the interim, primarily as a result of the
Reactions to Crime Project at Northwestern University, there has been a
subgstantial amount learned about the origins and correlates of fear. There are
two critical conclusions that emerge from the Northwestern research. First,
the actual rates of crime have relatively little to do with the extent to which
people are afraid of crime (Skogan and Maxfield, 1980). Rather, neighborhood
conditions have much more to to with the average level of fear that
nelghborhood residents report.

The conditions that are likely to create fear include what they labeled
"incivilities": abandoned buildings, teenagers and drunken men hanging
around and other signals that things are out of control or disorganized (Lewis
et al., 1980). In essence, the issue of social control or social order shows
up as playing a critical role in the origins of fear of crime, much as similar
variables play critical roles in the hypothesized link between the physical
design of an area and the crime rate. It is not surprising, then, that Newman
and Franck (1980) have found just such a link between the design of housing
projects and thelr measures of fear of crime.

Again, 1f increased informal social control 1s observed in response to the
Hartford Project, there 1s the potential to examlne its relationship to fear of

crime more closely and on a longitudinal basis.

Police Efforts

Finally, a central idea underlying the design of the Hartford experiment
was that neither police nor residents can control crime alone. The program was
designed to create mechanisms so that police and residents could more
effectively work together to reduce criminal opportunities.

The role of the police in affecting the rates of crime has long been
uncertain. In the mind of the public, and probably police officlals as well,
police are thought to play a critical role in deterring crime. However,
research over the past decade has consistently failed to show much relationship
between what pelice do and actual victimization rates. In fact, based on
regsearch studies, 1t would be easy to conclude that police have little or no
effect on. crime rates (see for example Kelling, 1974; Greenwood, 1970; 1977;
Wilson, 1975). However, a recent study by Wilson and Boland (1979), showed
that aggressive arrest policies seemed to be associated with lower robbery
rates. The relationship between police activity and crime rates remains
unclear.

The situation with respect to police activity and citizen fear of crime is
even less clear. When asked what they think should be done about crime or the
fear of crime, people invariably ask for more foot patrol officers and more
police in general. There is not much evidence, however, that intensity of
police presence has much direct effect on residents and their fears. 1In fact,
residents seem to be relatively unaware of variations in police activities
(e.g. Kelling, 1974).

The Hartford Program included a control area in which the police and
citizen components of the program were implemented but not the physical design
changes (South Asylum Hil1l). As a result, the Hartford experiment provides
some opportunity to look at the significance of police activity for affecting
crime and fear over time with anbd without physical design changes.

Hartford

In addition to these four major areas there are some other potential
benefits to be gained from this re—evaluation. Among the most intriguing is
the opportunity to look at the evolution of an experimental program over time
and to consider the implications of changes that may occur for both those who
would plan programs and those who would evaluate them. However, the central
significance of the re-evaluation of the Hartford Program is the potential to
improve our understanding of:

1) The potential for physical design changes to affect informal social
control.

2) The significance of informal social control in affecting the rates of
burglary and robbery within the neighborhood.

3) The role of informal social control in affecting resident fears about
crime.

4)  The relative roles of residents and police in affecting the levels of
crime and fear.

ABOUT THE REPORT

This report of the evaluation is organized as follows. Chapter 2 describes
the data, the methods used to collect the data and the analysis approach. It
is intended as a general methodological chapter; more detail is available in
the appendix. :

Chapters 3 through 7 describe the neighborhood and the program components
as implemented and as they evolved. We think 1t is essential to have a good
understanding of what is beilng evaluated. These chapters provide the detail
needed. In particular, Chapter 4 provides the rationale for the program;
Chapters 5, 6 and 7 describe the three program components.

Chapter 8 presents the evidence regarding neighborhood changes in the
degree of soclal control and social order. Chapter 9 and 10 present the
evidence regarding changes in crime rates and residents' fears about crime.
Chapter 11 is a more specific effort to sort out causality: to examine evidence
that supports or refutes the hypothesis that the program itself caused, or
affected, what happened in North Asylum Hill.

Finally, Chapter 12 is a discussion of the general implications of this
research.



CHAPTER 2
DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYTIC PROCEDURES

INTRODUCTION

This chapter addresses two toplcs. The first, a critical part of any
evaluation, is the information available to the researchers. In this case, a
distinctive strength of the project was that information was collected in a
variety of ways from a varlety of sources. This multi-method approach reduces
the likelihood that blases in the measurement process will affect the conclusions
that are reached. The first part of this chapter describes the data available
for the evaluation. Additional details about data collection procedures can be
found in the appendix.

The second part of this chapter describes the analytic approach that was
used. It includes a discussion of some of the difficulties in reaching firm
conclusions based on a single experiment and the way the researchers attempted to
solve those difficulties.

Although parts of this chapter may seem technical to the general reader, most
of it is not. Familiarity with the issues discussed is important to assessment
of the evaluation conclusions.

DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES

The design for evaluating the Asylum Hill experiment called for collecting
data from a wide varilety of sources. Measuring critical variables in more than
one way helps to increase confidence in the findings. The following 1s a
description of the kinds of data tha: were developed by or made available to the
researchers.

The Resident Surveys

The program was designed to reduce the rates of burglary and robbery/purse
snatch and the fear of those crimes. Victimization surveys provide a consistent
measure of the rate at which such crimes occur over time. The surveys also
provide critical measures of people's fears and concerns about crime.

In addition, the surveys provided data about the demography of the
neighborhood, people's perceptions about problems, their attitudes and
experiences with police, and the quality of thelr relationships with neighbors.

Five different sample surveys were carried out as part of the total
evaluation effort. The survey procedures were virtually identical each year,
except for being restricted to Asylum H11l in 1976, and had the following

characteristics: .
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a) Probability samples of households were selected throughout Hartford,
with an oversampling of households in Asylum Hill to increase the reliability of
estimates In that area.

b) Interviews were carried out by telephone wherever possible; personal
interviews were carried out in households for which we were unable obtain an
up—to—-date telephone number. About half of the interviews were done by telephone
and half in person.

¢) Complete interviews were taken only in households where residents had
resided six months or more. If no one had lived in a selected household for six
months, only a brief screening interview obtaining descriptive information about
the household was completed.

d) From among adults in the household who were 18 years old or older and
had resided in the household for six months or longer, an objective selection
procedure was used to designate a specific adult to be the household respondent.
No substitutlions were permitted and no interviewer discretion was involved in
either household or respondent designation.

e) Response rates for all surveys were in the 70 to 80 percent range.

f) The vast majority of the questions in the survey instrument were repeated
unchanged in each survey.

Additional details on the survey procedures, and a complete copy of the
survey Iingtruments, can be found in the appendix.

The sample sizes varied somewhat from survey to survey. The number of cases
in the surveys in the target area, North Asylum Hill and in the balance of
Hartford is presented in Table 2.1.

Assessing the Physical Environment

An initial analysis of the physical environment in the neighborhood by the
urban design team rested heavily on observations of the area. Since the physical
design of the area and the way the neighborhood was used by residents constituted
a critical part of the analysis of "the problem", it was important to have
measures of these phenomena.

The surveys provided a reading on these 1issues. Questions about walking in
the neighborhood, using ‘ne park, and seeing neighbors on the street formed one
set of measures about how the neighborhood was being used by residents.

In addition, we wanted systematic observation of the neighborhood by urban
design speclalists. To accomplish this, the original urban design team walked
the North Asylum Hill streets in 1977 and again in 1979 at specified times of the
day. Theilr observations included the conditionsg of the street treatments, the
way the street treatments seemed to be working, the condition of the housing
stock, any changes in land use, and, most importantly, observatlions about the
c¢limate in the neighborhood and the way the neighborhood spaces were being used
by residents and non-residents. The results of these observations were not
quantitative. However, they provided information about these important
dimensions of the neighborhood area.

11



TABLE 2.1

Number of Interviews and Response Rates for Resident Survey by Year and Area

Year |
Area 1973 1975 1976 1977 1979 %
North Asylum Hill 93 88 79 193 218 %
South Asylum Hill 92 88 67 105 106 ‘
Rest of Hartford 706 380 0 587 299
Total 891 556 146 885 623
Response Rate 77% 747 65%% 767 73%

* 71 percent in North Asylum Hill.
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These observations were supplemented by two quantitative measurement
procedures. Vehilcular traffic through the neighborhood was, of course, the
primary target of the street changes.  Twenty-four hour traffic counters were
installed in strategic places throughout the neighborhood before and after the
street changes.

The flow of pedestrians through the nelghborhood was considered to be an
important aspect of the way the neighborhood was used. A set of observers was
placed on neighborhood streets to count pedestrians. They recorded the amount of
pedestrian traffic, as well as estlimates of the age, sex, and ethnicity of
pedestrians, at six specified hours of the day. These counts also were done
before and after the street changes were in place. Both vehicular and pedestrian
counts were repeated in 1979.

Thus, information about the physical design component of the neighborhood

came from resident surveys, from the observations by the urban design
speclalists, from traffic counts, and from systematic pedestrian counts.

Police Activities

Data from the resident surveys provided information regarding citizen
perceptions of police and the extent to which citizens were contacting and
informing police about events In the neighborhood. The information from the
survey was supplemented 1n three ways.

First, police officers serving on the police team in North Asylum Hill
completed questionnaires in 1975, when the team was first formed, and again in
1977 and in 1979. These questionnalres asked officers about thelr perceptions of
the neighborhood, particularly its crime-related problems, and about their own
performance and effectiveness.

Second, information about police activities in the neighborhood came from
conversations with police officers and observations of police activities. 1In
1976 and 1977, as the full program was being implemented, a consultant to the
project who was an expert on police spent a day or two every few months observing
the Asylum Hill police officers in action. He would talk with leaders and ride
with patrol officers. 1In addition, the Hartford Institute staff held periodic
meetings with the leaders of the Asylum Hill police team during that same period.
As a result, Hartford Institute staff members were informed about events in the
police department and served as excellent sources of information.

In 1979, information about police activities was updated primarily through
talking with police leaders. Interviews lasting over an hour were carried out
with the current team leader, the current district commander, and the officer who
had been the team leader for the majority of the time between 1977 and 1979.

The above data sources were supplemented by a third source, police record
data. Figures on arrests were obtained from the police department. From the
same records, we obtained official police statistics on crimes reported to the
police department and informatilon about arrested offenders in the Asylum Hill

areae.
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Community Organlzations

The resident surveys provided some information about resident perceptions of
communlty organization activities. However, most information about the
activities of the community organizations came from other sources.

When the program was first developed, Hartford Institute staff members wor?ed
closely with community organizations leaders. They attended most magor community
meetings. In this way they were able to provide detailed, first-han
descripticns of the activities and efforts of those organizations.

hood leaders were also

In the initial evaluation in 1977, several neighbor

interviewed by the research staff. These interviews included questions about the
activities of the community organizations in the area and about problems in the

neighborhood.

ders of the two major
In 1979, the principal investigator interviewed lea

resident oréanizations, as well as three other people whom staff members at the
Hartford Institute thought would be gcod informants about eveats in the
neighborhood between 1977 and 1979.

Conclusion

Thus, the data avallable for this evaluation came from a variety of sources.
It included both qualitative and quantitative informatlon. In most cases, data
were avallable from more than one source about any particular aspect of the

neighborhood.
ANALYTIC APPROACH

Introduction

There were two principal tasks of this evaluation: to conclude what actually
happened in Agylum Hill and to elucidate, to the extent possible, the general
lessons to be learned on the basls of the experience of Asylum Hill.

There are five major methodological probiems that had tc be addressed in the
course of our analysis. These are discussed in the following sections.

When Did the Program Start?

The model for measuring the impact of a program is to compare values before a
"program was Implemented with those after it was implemented. Such a model
assumes that a program is implemented on a single day. However, that was not the

cagse in this experiment.

As was discussed briefly in Chapter 1, meetings with community groups began
in the fall of 1974. A police team was in place, though far from fully ;
operational, in the spring 1975. The street changes were not 1mp1§mented until é
the fall of 1976. 1In this report, the preprogram perliod is assumed to be that !
prlor to the summer of 1976, when the streets were closed in North Asylum Hill. ¢

From-monitoring the events in North Asylum Hill, there is little Aifficultly
in arguing that there was no effective program in place prior to the summer of

1975. 1t was only then that meetings between the police department and community
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organizations got under way. It was only then that the police team and the
resident groups began to develop programs and activities which were different
from those that existed before. However, there can be little doubt that during
the 1975 - 1976 year there was activity in North Asylum Hill that was different
than what had gone before.

There are four maln reasons why we have chosen to treat the pre-program
period as ending in 1976, not in 1975. First, "the program" was intended to be
an integrated package with all components in place. A basic assumption upon
which the experiment was based was that an integrated three-pronged effort would
be more effective than single elements implemented in isolation. Second, with
this in mind, the evaluation design was set up and organized around evaluating
the impact of the total program. In particular, because the 1976 survey was
done only in Asylum Hill and not in other parts of Harcford, the data are not
well suited to assessing 1975 to 1976 impacts. Third, examining the Asylum Hi1ll
data provided no evidence of an improvement in either crime or fear in the North
Asylum Hill area between 1975 and 1976. Finally, to the extent that anything
good was happening prior to 1976, our tests of program impacts will be
conservative, because estimates of preprogram levels will be more positive than
1f there had been no program.

Creating Preprogram Estimates

A further analytic issue was the actual calculation of preprogram values.
Three surveys were carried out in Asylum Hill prior to full program
lmplementation in the summer of 1976 and two parallel surveys were carried out in
the rest of Hartford in 1973 and 1975. The problem comes in deciding how to use
these two or three estimates to create the "best" preprogram estimate.

There are essentially two alternatives. First, one could simply take the
most recent estimate prior to the the summer of 1976 as the best estimate of
preprogram values. However, any single sample survey estimate 1s sub ject to
sampling error. A second approach recognizes that the reliability and stability
of our preprogram estimates could be improved by combining the various preprogram
surveys to create a single, combined estimate.

It 1s possible, of course, that there was actually a change that occurred
between 1973 and 1976. In that case, such an averaging might be misleading. If
there were no change, however, the combined estimate is much better.

To handle this problem, we have followed a "rule of thumb" suggested by Kirk
(1968) and Weiner (1971): we did not combine 1973 figures with those from 1975
and 1976 1f the difference between 1973 and 1975 estimates, using a straight-
forward calculation of standard errors of differences, exceeded an alpha value of
+20. If the two figures were that different, the "preprogram" estimate in Asylum
Hill was simply the weighted average of 1975 and 1976 figures; and it was simply
the 1975 estimate elsewhere in Hartford. However, i1f they did not differ,
preprogram figures were calculated by aggregating all samples prior to the summer
of 1976.

Calculation of Expected Values

One of the most complicated problems facing an evaluation which tries to
assess Impact 1s to calculate what the values would have been had there been no
program intervention. The simplest assumption 1s that things would have stayed
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the same. However, such an approach assumes that nothing else was going on other
than the program that would have affected, in this case, the rates of crime and

the fear of crime.

At this time, we have rather imperfect models of the factors that affect the
levels of crime and fear of crime. However, it seemed o us that the experience
in the balance of Hartford, outside of Asylum Hill, controlled for a variety of
possible factors at a city-wide or broader level that might affect either the
rate of crime or people's fears and concerns about crime. Thus, in assessing the
impact of the program on levels of crime and fear, the estimates of preprogram
values were adjusted by the experience in the rest of Hartford in order to

develop an expected value.

One could argue that the design would have been stronger had we picked a
"gimilar” area in Hartford and used that as a control, rather than using the
entire city. Readers should be aware of what we were and were not doing by using
the rest of Hartford as a control. It may be that factors such as unemployment,
drug use, the weather, demographic changes and the way media handle crime stories
could have some bearing on crime or fear. To the extent that such factors affect
the city-wide experlence, the kind of correction we did is appropriate.

In all probability, there are also factors that operate at a gmall-area level
that affect neighborhood crime rates. Indeed, that is a premise of the
experiment. However, any neighborhood area chosen as a control is subject to 1its
own set of idiosyncratic changes over a three to five year period. In our view,
choosing such a single area as a control area does not serve the desired funciion

of helping calculate an expected value for North Asylum Hill.

Calculation of Statistical Significance

Tor most of this report, calculation of differences between groups Or between
years was accomplished by a simple calculation of standard error of differences
based on two sample estimates. A straightforward t-test serves to provide an
estimate of the probability that two estimates are statistically different.
Sampling errors were calculated by simply dividing obtained variables by the
number of sample cases.

Asylum Hill samples from 1975 on were essentially unclustered. Other samples
had some clustering. When figures were based on clustered samples, sampling
errors were inflated by 10 percent as an average adjustment for design effects.
Calculations showed this to be a reasonable average, although it may over = Or
underestimate the effect for any particular figure. The principle conclusions in
this report, however, are based on significance tests based on the unclustered

1979 Asylum Hill sample.

This approach does not apply to the calculations of the differences between
an observed crime rate, for example, and an expected crime rate calculated as
outlined above: that is, when an observed preprogram crime rate is adjusted by
the city-wide experlence. For these calculations, we have treated the expected
rate as if it were not subject to sampling error, much as is done in a fixed-
effect regression analysis model. We then calculated the probability that the
observed rate, with its sampling error, was the same as or different from the
calculated expected rate. Also, it should be noted that a one—talled test was
used since, in most cases, the only hypothesis being examined was that the
observed situation was "better than" that which was expected.

16

We are aware that the assumption that there is no error in the calculation of
the expected value 18 not altogether accurate. On the other hand, there is no
commonly accepted solution to the statistical problem with which ;e were £ d
We believe the approach we used is justifiable. ® raced

It is important to realize that the calculation of statistical significance
18 not an exact sclence. What we attempt to do is to give readers the sense of
the likely confidence they can have that an observed impact is stable, not due t
chance variations. In essence, statistical significance is simply a ;a to ;l °
differences which should %t given weight and not dismissed. It is im oit*wt tag
realize that the conclusions of this analysis do not rest on any sin ge - °
calculation of statistical significance. Rather, as readers will diicover th
pattern of changes and findings which emerge from the analysis 1s the real,basi
of conclusions. We feel that the way we have handled the statistical °
calculations of crime and fear measures is appropriate for the purposes at hand
Although different legitimate approaches would produce somewhat different e
figures, they wouvld not substantively alter the evaluation conclusions.

Identifying Causality

In the ideal experimental design, tne way one
intervention produces an effect isgtﬁrough erlicaggsi.abggttﬁigegssi:iggh:gag on
implemented in approximately the same way in a variety of settings aid o
consistently had produced the same outcome, one would have statistical confiden
in the program's effects. However, such designs are almoszst never Implemented ige

real life. In this case, there was onl
y a single example of th
implemented; there was no replication. ¥ ple of the program as

Consequently, there is no statistical basis f

' or generalizing from this
experiment to any other setting. 1In addition, there 1s no statilistical basis for
concluding that the program itself produced the effects observed. The basls for
generalizing from this experiment to other settings must be noastatistical.

The evaluatlon proceeded by describing the program as implemented and then
examining the levels of crime and fear to see whether or not they differed fro
those expected. Given the fact that crime and fear were the targets of the "
program, 1f they changed in the expected way, that itself is evidence that the
program had the desired effect. However, since factors could have proéuced the
effects that were not part of the program itself, and since the program was not
replicated, we had to look for other ways to establish the link between the
program and the levels of crime and fear observed.

The approach on which we had to rely was to specify a model, essentially a
set of hypotheses about the way the program would accomplish it; goals Ifywe
could show that the Iintermediate changes occurred as predicted, 1t wouid
subgtantially strengthen the argument that it was the program itself and not
some extraneous event, which produced the observed results. ’

In essence, the credibility of the case that the program was successful, or
uﬁsuccessful, rests on whether the combination of evidence about what happe;ed in
the neighborhood produces a convincing story. The judgment about whether or not

]

and how, the program worked must be made b
> y taking int
developed in the evaluation effort. g o account all the evidence
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In much the same way, the judgment about the extent to Whiih tSe ﬁzgiram
results-observed apply to other settings must be nonstatisticai. L ;ented i as
attempted to describe the setting and the way the prog;im :aie zgli ot o rely

ble. Readers looking at the results he '

BT e mders o n describe them to make a judgment
their understanding of the dynamics as we :
Zgout how the experience in Hartford will be of value in other places

Conclusion

In some places the above discussion may be somewhat technical for the general

reader. However, there is probably a single main lesson to be derived from the

above.

As evaluators, we have had to make decisions about the best way totgresszz
and organize the data available to us. In many caszs, theri Ziié:oiz tanOId o
The heart of an evalu
the analysis could have proceeded. n
:azet if epoctations about what was to be implemented and aiiuthugeeizzeiieihe
ibe carefully what actually happ
ffects of the program, and to descr
iontext of those expecéations. Although statistics and figures are ;iei ot
throughout this report as a way of describing events and phenome;a whic
be described in other ways, in the end the judgment of what was learne
experiment about our expectations an
In the conclusion to this report, we present what we believe to be the major

i{mplications and conclu
oﬁi job is to provide the basis upon which other readers can lo

reach conclusions about the Asylum Hill experiment.
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d from this
d hypotheses rests on nonstatistical grounds.

tant part of
. effort. However, the most impor
o o : ok at our data and

CHAPTER 3
POPULATION AND HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS

INTRODUCTION

In understanding the impact of a crime control program, it is necessary to
have a clear understanding of the kind of neighborhood in which the project is
implemented. The most obvious ways to describe a neighborhood are its size,
the kind of housing that is there, the kind of people that live there, the kind
of facilities which are there and the kinds of people who use the neighborhood.
In this chapter, we briefly describe the housing and population of North Asylum
Hill and discuss the stability, and lack thereof of its resident population.

THE PHYSICAL SETTING OF NORTH ASYLUM HILL

North Asylum Hill is a residential area surrounded by some major businesses
and institutions. What we have called North Asylum Hill is bounded on three
sides by major streets, all carrying a good deal of traffic. The northern
boundary of North Asylum Hill is a depressed railroad track; the only public

access into North Asylum Hi1ll from the north over the railroad track is across
bridge.

On the main streets surrounding North Asylum Hill are located offices of
insurance companies. In addition, there 1s a major hospital and a factory.
This lapd use contrasts sharply with what one finds when one leaves the main
streets to enter the heart of North Asylum Hi1ll, which is almost completely
regidential. Within the area, the only commercial establishments are a few

small stores primarily designed to serve the neighborhood needs: a drugstore, a
liquor store, a tailor and a small market.

There have been no significant changes in the basic structure of the
physical design of the neighborhood or in the land use of the neighborhood
gince the 1Inception of the project in 1973, with the obvious exception of the
street changes which were 1lmplemented as part of the program.

Use of the Neighborhood

Because of 1ts location near major institutions and because major city
arteries cross through it, North Asylum Hill was, and continues to be, used by
numerous people who live outside the area. For the most part, outsiders use

the neighborhood to park in and to pass through; it is not that they have
particular business in the area itself.
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f outside users were of particular concern to the physical
desiggr::aiTnd;igst, many people simply drive through the area on tgeéeriy to
gomewhere else. The various commercial establishments that surriunifi reh
Asylum Hill and the nearby central business district attract a s %: g cthe
volume of traffic. Understandably, some portion of that traffic finas
route through North Asylum Hill to be convenient and attractive.

Second, a significant number of people use the streets of NorthiAiylum Hill
for parking while they do business at one or another of the commeri a cant of
establishments nearby. Probably the hospital produces the greates az ot
such use; but churches and businesses on the main streets produce som

activity as well.

Third, North Asylum Hill is a major passageway for students walﬁin%—to and
from schocl. As we will discuss below, there are relacively few schoo tiiid
children how reside in North Asylum Hill. However, mé&ny children z olaand d
schools in Asylum Hill reside north of the area. Both a middle sc zoA e
high school located in South Asylum Hill draw students through Nort sy
H11l twice a day (coming to school and going home).

One other use of the area is worth noting. A central feature offthe Sgrtb
Asylum Hill area 18 the Sigourney Park. That park provides a placeh ozrz y
potential activities. However, the use of the park by teenagers,lz o are e
primarily non-residents, 1s noteworthy. In addition, there is a qui o
conveniently located across from the park. As a result, the a;ea g;a She 4
liquor store is a frequent place for young men toO hang out during e y
drink.

There is one final set of facilitiles in North Asy%um Hill that should ge
mentioned. There are no fewer than nine "group homes located in or argunirls
North Asylum Hill. These homes house between 10 and 30 teenage boys in ng ,
each of whom have had some kind of problem requiring placement in such a

institution.

Housing

The housing stock in North Asylum Hill is dominated by low-rise ipartmezﬁan
houses. Nearly 70 percent of the housing units are in buildings wit ?OE; 1
four units that are fewer than four stories high. However, in termsdo . i
parcels of land in the neighborhood, two and three-family houses Ere om naEet,an
particularly around the park which is the heart of the resident(iiai area.}.1 v
though only 20 percent of the housing units are actually locatc:le‘-h n i%ct e
buildings, they seem a more important part of the neighborhood than tha

suggests.

As the housing stock would dictate, the area 1s predominately comiiied of E
renters. Less than 10 percent of the housing units in North Asylum i tare :
owner—occupled. Before the program was implemented, slightly 3ore than wﬁzr
percent of all housing units were rented in a bullding occupied by the o . ;
Tn 1979 this statistic had increased to 18 percent. ‘

The housing units in North Asylum Hill are small. Over sixty percent of
the units are occupled by a single person. |
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According to 1970 Census figures, there were 3,500 housing units in the
area. Our sample surveys did not provide a good basis for revising that
estimate. However, there has not been any significant new construction or
demolition of housing units in North Asylum Hill between 1973 and 1980.
Therefore, the number of housing units has probably stayed about the same.

The vacancy rate has been consistently around 10 percent during the study
period.

In addition, at any point in time, there were some units which were in the
process of rehabilitation. The housing stock in this area is all old. It
requires maintenance and care. According to informants, during the period 1973
through 1976, a significant number of landlords were letting their builldings
deteriorate; there was little investment in the property of any kind. Since
then, there is clear evidence of Iincreased investment in property through

rehabilitation. We do not have a systematically generated estimate of how much
of this has occurred.

There have been two factors that clearly have been related to this
increased investment. One is that neighborhood groups in Asylum Hill have
worked to de ~lop programs and incentives to "fix up"” buildings. This
potential scuondary effect of the program will be discussed more in later
chapters. In addition, one factor which has resulted from the increased
willingness to invest in housing is an increase in property values. We do not
have excellent data on this issue. However, we have compiled information on
the sales we were able to identify between 1975 and 1979. We have combined
one, two and three—family houses. In fact, there is little difference 1in the
price of those houses in North Asylum Hill. Table 3.1 shows that property
values have probably doubled between 1976 and 1979.

The significance of this apparent chauge in housing values in North Asylum
Hill is difficult to assess. One question ’3 the extent to which it is an
effect of the program efforts. As noted, there was a community effort to
obtain funding to fix up housing in the area. Perhaps more crucilally, if the
neighborhood became a more attractive place as a result of the program, either
due to reduced crime rates or reduced traffic or some combination thereof, that
certainly could have a positive effect on house values. In addition, of
course, rising suburban prices and rising fuel costs probably work to increase
the attractiveness of urban locations. We, unfortunately, do not have a good
estimate of the rise in home values Iin the rest of Hartford, though it seems
likely that North Asylum Hill went up faster than the city as a whole.

On the other hand, there is the question of the effect of the increased
housing values 1tself. When housing values increase, it becomes economically
feasible to put more money into housing. When the maximum price that any house
brings is $30,000, which was the case in 1976, there is very little likellhood
of significant renovation. In contrast, when some houses in the neighborhood
are selling for as much as $85,000, as was the case in 1979, it becomes
possible to invest in the housing stock in the neighborhood.

Furthermore, the role of rising house values in attracting new residents is
important. The way residents feel about a varilety of aspects of the
neighborhood may be affected by the perception of 1lncreasing housing values.
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TABLE 3.1

Median Housing Sale Prices in North Asylum Hill, 1975-1979

Number Median Sale Price
Year of Sales for 1, 2, and 3 Family Houses
1975 4 $18,500
1976 9 | $19,000
1977 21 $25,000
1978 39 $38,400
1979 43 $40,000
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As noted, it is difficult to sort out all the causes and/or effects of the
changes in values in housing stock in North Asylum Hill. However, 1t is one of
the real changes that has occurred since the program was implemented and will
need to be taken Iinto account in interpreting the evaluation findings.

In summary, then, for the most part, the housing stock has stayed the same.
There has been little or no new construction or demolition in the neighborhood.
However, there is evidence of increased investment In the neighborhood; and
there is evidence of increases in the valuc of housing stock in the area
greater than can be explalined by inflation alone.

Population Change

The population of North Asylum Hill is noteworthy for its degree of
transience. At any point in time during the experimental period, fully sixty
percent of Asylum Hill residents had lived in thelr current housing unit for
less than two years (Table 3.2).

The characteristics of the population are, to some extent, dictated by the
housing stock. Most of the housing units in the area are small. Thus, over
half the housing units are occupled by single individuals. Almost all
resldents are renters; less than 10 percent of the housing units are
owner—occupiled.

Households with children are in a clear minority. Only about one in five
housing units has any minor children. The dominant group consists of young
singles under 40 years old.

The ethnlc composition of North Asylum Hill is not so different from
Hartford as a whole. About half the population is Black, a little less than 20
percent is Hispanic and the balance is white. There has been in increase in
Hispanic households from 1975 to 1979 with a parallel decrease in white
households. In Hartford as a whole, in 1979, the percentage of whites 1is a
little bit higher and the percentage of Blacks a little lower (Table 3.3).

The population in North Asylum Hill tends to be somewhat better educated
than the city-wide averages. About 40 percent of the adults have some college
experience, compared with 31 percent of the city as a whole. However, with
respect to income, the population of North Asylum Hill is just about at the
city average.

Despite the extremely high degree of transience in the neighborhood, the
characteristics of the population of residents have remained remarkably stable
between 1975 and 1979. The educational level of the population, the rate of
homeownership and the age of the population have registered no significant
changes when we compare the populations before and after the fall of 1976, the
time when the program was fully implemented. Even the rate of transience has
remained stable. Indeed, there are only two changes that reached statistical
significance. First, there has been an apparently slight increase in the rate
of landlords living in the building they own, the figure moving from 11 to 18
percent of all households. Second, the ethnicity of the area has changed, with
the fraction of housholds consisting of Hispanics increasing while the
percentage of households that are white declining. The Black population stayed
essentlally constant.
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TABLE 3.2

Population Characteristics of North Asylum Hill, 1975-1979

pre-Program 1977 1979
a
N=2472 N=289% N=287
N=167" N=232" §=218"
Characteristic
¢ y % 40%
Adults with college experience 437 36/4
22 22
Households with children 17
Households with single " i 36
heads under 40
Black 46 48 49
ac
.16 18%
Spanish/Hispanic 11
Whit 44 35% 31*
e
4 8
owned households 7
Renters living in owner-— " . -
occupied buildings
Famiiyhizgome $15,000 or 20 . ’s
ghe
Households with someone ” . "
looking for work
Households where occupant has
1ived at current address o . o
less than 2 years

4 A11 households screened.
ths.
b Households in which current resident has lived there for at least six mon

. t si
¢ Asked only of households where resident has lived there for at least six
months.

d Excludes 1973 data.

% Difference from pre—program significant with p < .05.
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TABLE 3.3

Population Characteristics of Nerth Asylum Hill and All of Hartford, 1979

North
Asylum Hill All of Hartford
N=2872 N=725]

Characteristic N=218 N=623
Adults with college experiencec 407 31%
Households with chidren 22% 29
Households with single heads under 40 36* 21
Black 49% 34
Spanish/Hispanic 18 20
White 31* 45
Owned households 8% 21
Renters living in owner-occupied buildings 18 23
Family income $15,000 or higherc 25 29
Households with someone looking for work® 12 12
Households shere occupant has lived at

present address less than two years 61% 44

8 A1l households screened.

Households in which current resident has lived there for at least six months.

€ Asked only of households where resident has lived there for at least six

months.

* Difference with Hartford characteristics significant with p < .05.
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:::r::::ri::iigeo:a::ebr;sident;. For practical purposes, the demography of
eéfore and after the program was im ;
observed changes would have to be attributed to other faczi::ented’ and any

Conclusion

i Zzsezisizziis discussed in this chapter constitute the context within which
the . program was implemented. In looking at housing and populati
acteristics, one would be concerned if changes had occurred i coe om
respects that affected crime and fear in the neighborhood 15 topere
keep in mind throughsut the report that the :
of the area remained essentially constant.

It is important to
physical design and the demography
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CHAPTER 4
THE PROGRAM AS IMPLEMENTED: AN OVERVIEW

In order to understand this evaluation, it is important to understand what
actually constituted the program and why the program designers thought it would
be beneficial. 1In this chapter, we will present an overview of the program:
the program designers' analysis of neighborhood problems that contributed to
crime and fear, the rationale for theilr proposal and the way in which those
proposals were implemented as of the time of the initial evaluation in 1977.
The detalls of the problem analysis and the initial program implementation are
described in much greater detail in the initial evaluation report (Fowler,

1979).

After this overview, the subsequent three chapters will provide an updated
look, as of 1979, of the state of the program elements.

ANALYSIS OF THE PROBLEM

The followlng are the concluslons the program designers reached about the
nature of the neighborhood and properties of neighborhood which contributed to
the rates of crime and fear in North Asylum Hill.

The crimes of most concern to the program designers were robbery, purse
snatching and burglary. Based on analysis of pelice records and victimization
surveys in 1973, it was found that the rate of street crime tended to be
somewhat above the Hartford city average; burglary was at or slightly below
city levels. By 1975, just before the program was Iimplemented, burglary had
risen to a level at or slightly above the rates elsewhere in Hartford.

Two things stood out about the crime patterns in North Asylum Hill. First,
the majority of those known to commit crimes in the area were outsiders. They
lived within a mile of ...e area, but not in the area.

Second, street crimes were concentrated disproportionately on residential
streets, rather than on main streets. More often, street robbers prefer the
impersonality of main streets. To the program designers, this pattern in North
Asylum Hi1l was an indicatlon that the residential streets were impersonal and

not controlled bv residents.

Residents' relative fears about crime corresponded falrly well with the
actual rates of crime. 1In 1973, street crime was more a concern than was
burglary. By 1975, burglary and street crime were of about equal concern to
nelghborhood residents. However, a distinctive feature of the fears and
concerns expressed by residents was that they were comparatively more afraid

than the crime rate
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would have led one to expect. While their actual rates of victimization were
near cilty averages, their concerns and fears tended to be somewhat higher than

the city averages.

One factor which seemed to affect this was the inclidence of "incivilities."
In particular, there was a considerable amount of known prostitution, a higher
than average perceilved drug problem and considerable concern about loitering
and drunken men. These problems were all perceived to be more severe in North
Asylum Hill than elsewhere in Hartford. The perceptions of these problems were
correlated with people's fears and concerns about crime.

In looking for origins of the problems in North Asylum Hill, and what could
be done about them, the analysts focused on the population, the physical design
and the police.

As noted in Chapter 3, the residents of North Asylum Hill lacked
characteristics which foster natural soclal cohesiveness. There were very few
homeowners, very few families with children and an extremely high rate of
turnover. Moreover, the neighborhood was quite heterogeneous with respect to
ethnicity, racial background and age. It has been hypothesized that when
neighborhood residents have a great deal in common or when collectively they
have a strong commitment to a neighborhood area, it is easier for them to work
together to make that area a desirable place to live. The residents of North
Asylum Hill did not naturally have this kind of base on which to build.

Not surprisingly, there was also comparatively little formal organization
in the neighborhood. 1Indeed, in 1973, there was only one identifiable
neighborhood group, the Sigourney Square Civic Association. At that time, it
was neither large nor active.

The urban design speclalists identified several features of the
neighborhood which they felt made it difficult for residents to exercise
control over the neighborhood. Most important, the urban designers felt that
the neighborhood was used excessively by outsiders. Over 10,C00 cars per day
drove through the neighborhood on their way to somewhere else. Pedestrians
walked through the neighborhood, with the largest single group being school-
age children commuting to and from junior and senior high schools. The effect
of through traffic, according to the urban designers, was to reduce
residents' ability to control what went on in the neighborhood. With residents
outnumbered by outside users, the area became a publlc area, not a residential
area that belonged to the people who lived there.

A major factor in thils situation was the location of the area, surrounded
by businesses and institutions which attracted outsiders. In addition,
however, the traffic patterns encouraged vehicular traffic through the
neighborhood. Moreover, the fact that the area had poorly defined boundaries
to ddentify it as a separate kind of place, as a residential area that was
distinct from the more commercial areas around it, encouraged ocutsiders to go
through the area, treating it as a thoroughfare. These conditions also
discouraged residents from identifying with thelr neighborhood as a place which
they could control.

The Hartford Police Department was organized on a centralized basis.
Officers received 60-day rotating assignments to patrol different parts of the
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city. Decisions about patrol étrategies and priorities were made at Central
Headquarters. In general, the police department was very well regarded by
residents of North Asylum Hill. However, there was little capablility for close
working relationships to develop between citizens and patrol officers nor were
there easy means to affect police activities and priorities.

The problem analysis can be summarized as follows. Crimes were committed
by outsiders. Residents' concerns about robbery and burglary were even worse
than the crime rate, probably exacerbated by a sense that disorderly activities
— drunks, loitering and prostitutes — were not controlled.

The nature of the population was not one that naturally produced a
cohesive, tightly knit community; just the opposite. There was not a strong
network of formal neighborhood organizations. The physical location and layout
of the area did not promote neighbors getting together. Rather, the volume of
outside use of the neighborhood made the residential area much less
residential, made it difficult to distinguish neighbors from strangers, people
who belonged from people who did not belong. In other words, it made the task
of controlling activities within the neighborhood extremely difficult.

Finally, the police were not a particularly effective resource for problem
solving at a neighberhood level.

The analysts saw a neighborhood in which of fender movement was easy. They
saw a neighborhood in which residents were not excercising control over what
happened in their space. The problem, as they saw it, was to figure out ways
to give the neighborhood area back to the people who lived there; to create an
enviromment in which residents would begin to feel that they were able to
exercise some control over what went on in North Asylum Hill.

THE PROGRAM

The essential task of the program planners was to design ways to intervene
in ongoing neighborhood processes that would reduce criminal opportunities and
assuage fears and concerns about crime. A premise of the project had been that
citizens, police and the physical design of an area all had a role to play in
reducing criminal opportunities. The task for the program designers was to
consider ways in which each of these aspects of the neighborhood situation
could be strengthened. Moreover, there was the notion that if the various
components were mutually supportive, the results were likely to be more
successful.

The program as proposed, and eventually implemented, did have three
components, each with a single goal: to increase the ability of residents to
control events in the North Asylum Hill area.

The physical design changes were the touchstone of the program. The urban
designers proposed a set of changes in the streets that would reduce vehicular
through traffic in the neighborhood. Some streets would be closed; others
would be made one-way. Only two streets would remain open to through traffic
within the neighborhood area. (Figure 4.1)

In addition, the urban designers wanted to add definition to the
neighborhood boundaries. They proposed symbolic entrances from the main
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Figure 4.1
Street Changes in North Asylum Hill

RAILROAD TRACKS

s SIGOURNEY
SQUARE
PARK '
Ea
=
3]
HOSPLTAL %
; (&)
H B
wn
2 I COLLINS ST.
Z | A4l coLr
~
[}
(@}
o
=
INSURANCE
i
g 1\
>-|
g INSURANCE CO.
2
s}
o
(&)
H
[92]
JR. H.S. ASYLUM AVENUE

SR. H.S. (:j CUL-DE-~SAC

T NARROWED OPENING  soswsssssmmmmms BORDER/COLLECTOR
e ONE-WAY STREET

INTERIOR RESIDENTIAL




streets into the residential part of the neighborhood; they proposed planters
and attractively designed street narrowings to convey a sense of definitien.
They wanted to produce a visual sense that the neighborhood area was a place
that belonged to residents, a place where people lived, a place that was not
just an extension of the commercial areas that surrounded North Asylum Hill.

The program planners also proposed a neighborhood police team. One
critical component of this proposal was that a sat of officers be permanently
assigned to the area with a team leader who had the authority to establish
patrol assignments and to set priorities. A second critical part of the police
proposal was to create a police advisory committee composed of neighborhood
residents. - A mechanism was to be established whereby residents could influence
police priorities.

Finally, it was conslidered important to strengthen the neighborhood formal
organizations. In part this was needed to enable residents to participate in
the planning and administration of the program. Indeed, the process of
impiementing the physical street changes required evidence of citizen
participation and ratification. In addition, though, strengthening the one
neighborhood organizatlion and creating additional organizations were seen as a
necessary step to help residents help themselves. These organizations would
provide a forum for problem solving.

One important and difficult thing to understand about this program is that
there was no substance to it. There was no plan for the police to do any
particular kind of thing — to patrol in a different way, to concentrate on a
particular kind of crime. There was nothing about the program that suggested
that the residents were supposed to block watch or initiate "Operation ID" or
carry freon horns. The program was simply designed to create an an environment
which would increase the likelihood that resildents could begin to control their
own neighborhood and solve their own problems.

These points are very important:

|9 The goal of reducing vehicular traffic by making street changes was
not to keep out offenders. Rather, it was to create a more residential
enviromment where residents would use the neighborhood more, where the ratio of
residents to non-residents on the streets would be improved, where the streets
would be quieter and less confused. Hence, both residents and outsiders would
feel what happened on the streets was the business of the people who lived in
North Asylum Hill. The planners very much wanted to reduce pedestrian traffic
through the neighborhood as well. However, they were unable to design a
politically feasible way to do that.

2) The police were not expected to engage in any particular program.
However, by assigning them to the area and making them work with a Police
Advisory Committee, a situation was created in which police were more likely to
be an active problem solving force in the neighborhood, addressing the concerns
and problems of the people who lived there.

3) More generally, having neighborhood organizations with broad
membership and effective leadership potentially provided people with a way of
solving problems that concerned them. It was thought that neighborhood
organizations might address crime-specific problems. It was also thought that
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they might address more general neighborhood concerns. Again, it was not
important to the program conception what kind of problems these neighborhood
groups addressed. The important feature of what was developed in North Asylum
Hill was to have viable, effective community organizations to help work on
problems that residents felt needed to be addressed.

In short, the program introduced some changes that increased the likelihood
that residents could do whatever it was they decided to do. The program was
not a set of activities. Rather, it was an effort ¢» create an environment and

some mechanisms out of which a set of activities, formal and informal, would
“evolve.

IMPLEMENTATION

The "program"” was not put into place 1n a single day. Meetings with
community representatives began in the fall of 1974. The Asylum Hill police
team, encompassing not only the target area for this program, North Asylum
Hill, but also an equal sized area which we call South Asylum Hill, was first
established in the winter of 1975. However, it was some time later that the
Police Advisory Committee was fully in place and the organization of the group
of officers in North Asylum Hill could be called a police team.

Implementing the street changes took considerably longer. The street
changes were controversial. The initial proposal of the urban design team
underwent some significant modification. However, 1in the summer of 1976,
construction of the street closings was well underway. The last street changes
were completed in the fall of 1976.

An important feature of this experiment was the extent to which it was
implemented largely as planned. In fact, it 1s one of a relatively small
number of examples in community crime prevention, perhaps the only one in an
existing neighborhood area, where a systematic, multi-disciplinary analysis of
crime and fear data led to a well-develcped, integrated proposal which in turn
was largely implemented.

The implementatlon process is described in some detaill in Hollander et al.
(1980). There are some important general lessons to be learned from the
implementation experience. In the report of the initial evaluation in 1977,

the program as implemented at that point was described in some detall (Fowler
et al., 1979).

In the next three chapters, we provide a description of each of the
components of the program as of 1979. The purpose of this in-depth review is
twofold. First, general conclusions about the correlates of crime and fear
emerging from this evaluation will depend on understanding exactly what the
program was. Obviously, as Yin (1979) noted, it 1s essential to describe the
reality of the program in order to interpret the changes that did or did not
occur. Second, it will be seen that the program as implemented was not static.
Moreover, the changes that occurred in the programs were somewhat predictable
and provide some generalizations that may be useful in other settings.
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Therefore, the next three chapters will present specific information about
the nature and evolution of each of the program components and the direct ways
in which they affected the neighborhood. After that, we will turn to the more
general effects of the program on the North Asylum Hill area.
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i ~ TABLE 5.1

igumb;; of Vehicles Passing Selected Sites in North Asylum Hill
a enty-four Hour Period Grouped by Type of Street Treatment
and Location for 1976, 1977 and 1979

CHAPTER 5
THE PHYSICAL CHANGES
Count
Type of Treatment#* 1976 1977
1979
INTRODUCTION i Blocked?
i 7343 1850 814
In 1976 construction was completed on the most visible part of the crime : Narrowed
control program, the street changes. There were three main things that were : Entrance to cul-de—sacb
done. First, a set of cul-de-sacs was created by closing omne end of several f ¢ 2303 2780 2368
streets. These closings were effected by building raised curbs at certailn ; Otherc
intersections. Emergency vehicles could drive over these, as could any car for : 6123 4185 3509
that matter; but they created a clear sign that the street was closed. i » Total Narrowed
i ‘ | 8426 6965 5877
Second, some streets were not closed but rather the opening at inter- : Untreated
sections were narrowed. The purpose of such narrowings was to create a sense ; ‘ Interior residentiald
of a gateway into a residential area. i 8219 6963 8120
i Interior coll e
Third, some streets which had been two-way streets were made into one-way k ector 24296 26424 22408
streets. % T Border streetsf 38386 41229
| 37370
At the places where streets were closed or narrowed there was a certain : Total border
amount of landscaping, including trees and shrubs in large planters, so that % /eollector 63182 67653 59778
the street treatments were not only effective but also attractive. ; Total untreated
: 71401 74616 6789
; 8
0f course, 1n addition to the comstruction, the installation of : Totals
appropriate traffic control signs was needed to support the system. f Interior residential )
1 3988 15778 148
, 11
The purpose of the various treatments was two-fold: first and foremost, ; ‘ Interior
the goal was to reduce the amount of vehicular traffic on regsidential streets i 48284 42202 37219
of North Asylum Hill. Second, through the combination of reduced traffic and ! All streets
{ncreased definition of the area, it was hoped that the residential character : 87170 83431 74589
of the area would be reinforced. ! '
‘ 2 Includes S
EFFECT ON TRAFFIC argeant and Ashley Streets west of Sigourney.
: . b Tncludes Ma d
After the street changes were introduced, there was no question that they ] y and Willard Streets.
nad the desired effect on vehicular movement in Aslyum Hill. Table 5.1 shows a C Includes Ashl
reduction from 7000 to 1800 cars on "blocked” streets from 1976 to 1977. A ey Street (east of Sigourney) and Huntington.
smaller but still noticeable reduction of 1500 cars was recorded on those 4 Tncludes Atw
ood
streets which were "narrowed”. Even the interior streets which were untreated od Street and Sargeant Street (east of Sigourney).
showed some decline in traffic. While the predicted and desired pattern ' € Includes Sigourn
occurred, slight increases in traffic counts were recorded on border streets e & ey and Collins Streets.
and on the interior collector streets. - . f Includes Woodland Street, Asylum Avenue. and Garden St .
’ reet.
The table goes on to show that the decreases observed within one year were * Streets with both
. : = t
even more evident in 1979, three years after the street treatments were 7 treatment nearest tgzezozitzieatments are categorized according to the
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implemented. There were further significant drops on the "blocked" and
"narrowed” residential streets in the area. For some reason, which 1is not
immediately evident, there were also noticeable declines in vehicular counts on
the other streets where counters were located: on interior collector streets
and on border streets. These changes could reflect a decreased use of that
part of Hartford, due either to the difficulty of going through Asylum Hill or
to som2 unrelated factor. Perhaps there was something idiosyncratic about the
24-hoar period during which tine traffic counts vere done in 1979, or there may
have been a decrease 1n auto traffic generally due to gasoline prices. In any
case, there can be no doubt that the basic significant reduction of wehicular
traffic through Asylum Hill was maintained and probably strengthened.

PROBLEMS

The other aspect of the street treatments that should be mentioned is
their maintenance and repair. An early concern was that the planters would be
vandalized, the landscaping ruined and the total effect would be negative
rather than positive. The site-inspection team did observe that some planters
had been moved. In addition, some of the plantings had not been watered and,
therefore, were mnot as attractive as they should be. However, overall it seems
that deterioration had not been excessive.

The traffic control signs are also worth noting. - When the street changes
were initially implemented, signs were not placed in all the right places. As
a result, there were some laughable occaslons when numerous cars were caught in
cul-de-sacs from which they could not legally escape. On any given afternoon,
it was easy to observe people driving over the barriers as their only mode of
eacape. There were also people who took short cuts over the cul-de-sacs and
traveled the wrong way on one-way streets, simply to get from one place to
another more quickly.

We do not have an exact reading of the extent to which these problems were
resolved between 1977 and 1979. Our inspection did not lead us to think that
the signs had been improved to any noticeable extent. There clearly were
people who violated the one-way street signs and went through the street
closings. In our interviews with police and residents, 1t was clear that these
violations bothered some people. However, it i1s equally clear from the traffic
count data that the maln purpose of the street closings, to reduce traffic on
key streets, was basically achieved. The violations may be problems from a
moral and law enforcement view. However, they did not constitute a significant
amount of vehicular traffic.

PERCEPTIONS OF VEHICULAR TRAFFIC

As we saw in Table 5.1, traffic was markedly reduced on the few blocked
streets, considerably reduced on narrowed streets, and only slightly reduced on
most of the streets which were untreated.

Given this actual traffic change it was not surprising to find only slight
changes in residents' ratings of the amount of traffic in the neighborhood. In
1977, only residents who lived on blocked or narrowed streets mentioned any
reductions in traffic in front of thelr homes. Clearly the perceptions of
traffic reductlions were relatively localized.
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PEDESTRIAN TRAFFIC AND USE OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD

A general goal of the interventions was to make the use of the
neighborhood by residents more likely and to reduce the use of the neighborhood
by non-residents. There were several limitations, however, that precluded
dramatic changes in use by non-resident pedestrians.

Early in the planning, the environmental design team wanted to block
accest to vehicles and pedestrians on the Sigourney Street bridge at the
northern boundary of North Asylum Hill. This idea proved to be politically and
practically untenable. The various clty service departments (police, fire
trash collection) were against it, and so were many residents. None,of th;
other street closings were of a nature to impede pedestrian movement.

The only reason to expect any change in pedestrian traffic would be if
outsiders began to feel less welcome on the streets or if residents started to

use the streets more often. The expectations then about pedestrian flow
changes were modest.

The informsition we have about pedestrian flow comes from pedestrian
counts. The counts wera made by placing observers at about 20 sites at various
times during the day. In the first year after implementation there was no
change in pedestrian counts during those times when students were not going to

or from school. From 1977 to 1979 there was about a 40
t
these pedestrians, (Table 5.2). percent Increase in

Because the pedestrian data per se do not enable us to differentiate
residents from non-residents, it 1s difficult to draw firm conclusions about
resident use of the neighborhood. However, there 1s some evidence from the
pedestrian counts that suggests some relative improvement in resident use. A
pattern that was apparent from previous counts was that certain groups of
residents in the neighborhood were underrepresented in the pedestrian flow. In
particular, whites, females and adults over 35 were less apparent on the
streets than their rate in the resident population would lead one to expect.
The data in Table 5.3 indicate some lmprovement in the "representativeness" of

pedestrians by 1979, particularly among two groups who might stay off the
streets because of fear - women and older adults.

RESIDENT PERCEPTIONS OF THE STREET CHANGES

From the beginning, the street changes were controversial. The most
organized vocal opposition came from the owners of the small businesses in the
area, who were concerned that the reduction in vehlcular traffic in the
neighborhood would adversely affect business. Although a referendum taken at a
neighborhood meeting produced a victory for those who favored street changes
resident support for the street changes was certainly not overwhelming. ’

When residents were asked whether they thought the street changes were "a
good 1dea” or "not a good idea"”, this division showed up. There were more
people who favored than opposed the street changes both in 1977 and in 1979.
However, the population was not far from evenly split between thése in favor
those against and those who did not know (Table 5.4). ’
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TABLE 5.2

Number of Pedestrians Passing Selected Sites® in North Asylum Hill

Counts

Preprogram
Type AverageP 1977 % Change® 1979 % ChangeC
All Pedestrians 8,987 8,042 -117% 10,305 +15%
Children under 20
traveling between
7:30-8:30 a.m. &
2:15-3:15 p.m. 3,432 2,536 -26% 2,525 ~267
Excluding children
under 20 years old
traveling between
7:30-8:30 a.m. &
2:15-3:15 p.m. 5,555 5,506 -17 7,780 +40%

2 There were 19 counting sites and counts were made for one hour periods
gstarting at 7:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 12:30 p.m., 2:15 p.m., 4:30 p.m., and
6:30 p.m.

b The preprogram count is an average of counts made in 1975 and 1976.

€ Change 1s calculated in reference to preprogram levels.
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TABLE 5.3

Observed Demographic Characteristics of Pedestrians@ Passing Selected
SitesP in North Asylum Hill

Proportion of All Pedestrians

Preprogram® 1977 1979
Characteristic N=11,110 N=5243 N=7780
Female 40% 447 45%
White 22 24, 19
Black 60 60 60
Over 35 Years 01d 18 24 23

8 Excludes children under 20 traveling to and from school between the hours
of 7:30-8:30 a.m. and 2:15-3:15 p.m.

b There were 19 counting sites and counts were made for 1 hour starting at
7:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 12:30 p.m., 2:15 p.m., 4:30 p.m., and 6:30 p.m.

€ 1973 data not available.
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TABLE 5.4

Resident Attitude Toward Street Changes in North Asylum Hill, 1977, 1979

Proportion of North Asylum Hill Residents

1977 1979

Feeling About Street Changes N=2052 N=218
Good Idea 427 38%
Not a Good Idea 28% 30%
Not Sure 30% 327
100% 100%

& In 1977 this question was only asked of North Asylum Hill residents who said
they were aware of the street changes: 147 of the residents were not aware
of these changes in 1977 and were not asked their opinion. 1In 1979 all
North Asylum Hi1l residents were asked their opinion of street changes.
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For the most part, those who opposed the street changes did so on the
grounds that they made it more difficult to get around North Asylum Hill. Those
who favored the street changes did so because they felt they made the
neighborhood quieter and more residential. The supposed link between the
street changes and crime reduction was seldom spontaneously made by respondents

(Table 5.5).

Although the average response to the street changes was not over-—
whelmingly favorsble, feelings about the street changes were not uniformly
distributed within the North Asylum Hill population. Interestingly, people who
moved into the neighborhood since 1977 were significantly more positive about
the street changes than those who had lived there longer {Table 5.6). 1In
addition, better educated respondents were significantly more positive about
the changes than those who had not completed high school; and, as a group,
white respondents were more favorable toward the street changes than Blacks
(Table 5.7). Indeed, among college educated whites and whites who had moved
into the neighborhood within two years of 1979, about two-thirds rated the

street changes "a good 1idea”.

CONCLUSIONS

The significance of the street changes for North Asylum Hill can be

" summarized in the following four points:

1) Vehicular traffic was reduced significantly on some streets and slightly
overall. For the majority of residents, there was not a sense of noticeably
reduced traffic in front of thelr homes. However, there can be no doubt that
there was 1in fact less vehicular traffic on a number of streets in the North
Asylum Hill area; and reduced traffic was commonly cited as an effect of the

street changes.

2). Overall, pedestrian use of the neighborhood was up. There was no
evidence that outside pedestrian use of the neighborhood was either reduced or

restructured.

3) Resident use of the nelghborhood streets probably increased. Females
and adults over 35 probably were more often pedestrians after the street

changes.

4) Resident attitudes toward the value of the street changes was divided.
There was more support for the street changes among whites and better educated
reslidents. One of the most striking trends was that newcomers to the
neighborhood were distinctively more positive about the street changes.

The above may appear to be a mixed success. However, these additional
points should be kept in mind. Although the survey data are not overwhelming,
interviews with informed, long-time residents produce strong consensus that the
neighborhood was made much quieter and more residential by the changes. The
physical design observers concurred. Second, although the other parts of the
program changed as we shall see in the next chapters, the physical changes
remained as implemented. An advantage of physical changes as an intervention
is that they can endure. Third, the initial evaluation provided evidence that
the physical changes were essentlal to the positive effects observed in the

nelghborhood.
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TABLE 5.5

North Asylum Hill Residents' Mentions of Effects Street

Changes had on Neighborhood, 1977, 19792

Ways They Improved Neighborhood:

Decreased Crime

Fewer strangers/meighborhood
more prilvate

Police job easier

Residents take better care of
neighborhood

Safer for children

Improved appearance of
nelghborhood

Decreased traffic
Other improvements

No improvements mentioned
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Proportion of ResidentsP

1977
N=205

9%

1979
N=218

147

7%

47

5%

3%

North Asylum Hili Residents' Mentlons of Effects Street

TABLE 5.5 (Cont.)

Changes had on Neighborhoed, 1977, 19792

Ways They Made Neighborhood Wor

Proportion of ResidentsP

1977
se: N=205

Increased crime

Easier for criminal to work
Police job harder

Bad for business

Traffic problems worse
Parking problems worse
Appearance worse

Other negative changes

No mentions of making
neighborhoocd worse

2%

37
0%

5%

417

1979
N=218

5%
47%
3%
0%
347
1%
5%

1%

56%

three mentions.

e e -
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2 These questions were asked in somewhat different ways in 1977 and 1979.
The 1977 questions were asked only of those residents who were aware of
the street changes. In 1979 all North Asylum Hill residents were asked
‘ b the questions but they were asked to rate the effects on "neighboring"” and
: "the amount of crime"” before being asked for additional open ended mentions.

b Proportions add to more than 1007 because each resident was allowed up to



TABLE 5.6

Opinion of Street Changes of North Asylum Hill
by Residents' Length of Residence and Race, 1979

Proportion of Residents

Length of Residence for Blacks Length of Residence for Whites

Less Than 2 to 5 6 or More Less Than 2 to 5 6 or More
Feelings About 2 Years Years Years 2 Years Years Years
Street Changes (N=55) (N=34) (N=9) (N=31) (N=26) (N=34)
A good idea 32% 33% -~=a 73% 47% 30%*
Not sure 43 27 --a 17 30 17
Not a good idea 25 40 -—a 10 23 53%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

* Significantly different from group with less than 2 years residence with
P <|05l

2 Too few cases for reliable estimates.

TABLE 5.7

Opinion of Street Changes of North Asylum Hill
Residents' by Education and Race, 1979

Feelings About
Street Changes

A good idea

Not sure

Not a good idea

Total

Proportion of Residents

Not a High High School College
School Graduate Graduate only or more
Black White Black White Black White

N=23 N=17 N=37 N=33 N=38 N=41

127% 21% 417 427 34% 647%

33 42 33 20 40 13

33 42 33 20 40 13

100% 100% 1007% 100% 100% 100%

* Significantly different from comparison group with p < .05.
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In this chapter, we looked only at direct effects of the physical changes.
However, the real test of their significance is their effect on levels of
informal social control, crime and fear —-- topics covered in later chapters.
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CHAPTER 6
COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS

INTRODUCTION

In 1974, when the initial neighborhood analysis was complete and the
outlines of the program had been sketched, the Hartford Institute set out to
involve area residents in dealing with crime-related issues. Direct, organized
action against crime was never a specific goal of the program planners.

Rather, theilr main orientation was to develop mechanisms whereby residents
could participate in planning and decision-making concerning general

neighborhood and crime issues.

Two areas cropped up immediately that required resident participation.
First, the plans for changing streets had to undergo political ratification to
obtain funding from the City Council. 1In order to demonstrate the support of
residents for the plan, it was necessary to have mechanisms for educating
An arena was needed where alternatives could be discussed and

residents.
Some measurement and expression of community consensus had

compromises made.
to be the eventual product.

In addition, a part of the police component of the program called for
citizens to work with the neighborhood team leader on a Police Advisory
Committee (PAC). Some mechanism was needed for obtalning adequate neighborhood

representation to that committee.

In a more general way, strengthening the ability of neighborhood residents
to solve problems was seen as important. Because Asylum Hill was a highly
transient neighborhood with little intrinsic, informal social organization or
cohesion, formal organizations had a special role to play.

Since the development and evolution of community organizations in North
Asylum Hill were not uniform, we will present what happened to each of the five
relevant organizations individually. Then we will pull together these threads

in the conclusion of this chapter.

SIGOURNEY SQUARE CIVIC ASSOCIATION (SSCA)

In 1974, SSCA was the only existing resident organization in North Asylum
Hill. Drawing representation largely from home owners and long time renters
near the park, it was a general-purpose group that claimed as its jurisdiction

approximately half of North Asylum Hill.
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One of the first steps in making contact with the area residents was to
meet with the leaders of SSCA. In 1974, although 1t might not be fair to call
SSCA moribund, neither would it probably be characterized as vigorous. It
claimed about 40 members on its roster. Almost all were white, even though the
area it served contained about 50 percent black residents.

The crime control program appeared to provide a focus and direction for
revitalizing SSCA. SSCA leaders, working with the Hartford Irstitute staff,
played a major role in convening community forums for the debate about the
street changes. Of course, it had representatives on the Police Advisory
Committee. During the period between 1974 and 1976, the roster of SSCA members
swelled to over a hundred.

The agenda for SSCA has always been broader than crime alone. Even in its
revitalized state, for which the crime control program was undoubtedly a
catalyst, its focus was the neighborhood as a whole. Thus, at a formal level,
SSCA sponsored block parties and pot luck dinners for police. Such events were
used to recrult new members and also may have enhanced neighborhood solidarity.

The improvement of the Sigourney Square Park was a continulng concern of
SSCA. By 1977, it had also begun to work with Hartford Institute staff and
other community leaders in Hartford to see what could be done to stimulate
housing rehabilitation and investment in the Asylum Hill area. 1In fact, the
only specific thing SSCA ever did that was directly aimed at crime was to
participate in a Block Watch Program where volunteers with CB radios patrolled
streets during the early evening hours.

Since 1977, the focus of SSCA continued to evolve in ways which were
perhaps predictable from its origins, and it continued to be quite strong.
Leaders reported that they could produce eighty attendees at a meeting if an
issue of broad interest was at stake. However, crime per se probably played
less of a role in the SSCA agenda than ever before. The Block Watch Program
gradually faded away in the spring of 1979, basically because of lack of
concern and Interest. One leader estimated that fewer than half the shifts
were covered.

In. contrast, SSCA was becoming increasingly active and involved in housing
development activities. The initiatives to obtain outside money to support
rehabilitation and investment in the area had come to fruition. A program
whereby insurance companies lent money to rehabilitate houses at very low
interewt rates in Asylum Hill was initiated by a group in which SSCA played a
major role. This program was later expanded city wide. Federal money was
obtained for a similar purpose. Problem houses, apartments where tenants were
undesirable or where landlords were not maintaining housing, were targeted by
SSCA. City inspectors were called and asked to cite the landlords for code
violations. When buildings came up for sale, the group attempted to influence
who would buy the buildings and for what purpose. It succeeded in making major
renovations 1n the park.

Overall, the evolution of SSCA is an intriguing one from the point of view
of community organization and involvement in crime control. The 1lssue of crime
in 1974 was definitely a catalyst for SSCA, providing a focus and a basis for
rejuvenating that organization. Over time, however, crime receded to a minor
role on the agenda of SSCA, while its more traditional and general concerns
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about housing and the quality of the environment continued and grew. In fact,
the effect of the crime program was to develop a more sophisticated and
professional organization that was more effective than was the case six years
before. In 1979, SSCA was still the key resident organization. It was able to
effectively solve problems, deal with clty hall, marshal resources and,
overall, exert a major force on what happened in that neighborhood.

CENTRAL ASYLUM HILL ASSOCIATION (CAHA)

The history of CAHA is very different from that of SSCA. It provides an
example of another pattern of community participation in crime prevention.

To some extent, CAHA was the creation of the Hartford Institute. CAHA did
not exist prior to 1974. When the Hartford Institute began to relate to Asylum
Hill residents, there was no mechanism for reaching people who lived outside
the SSCA area. Through formal and informal contacts a set of interested
residents, most of whom worked in professional occupations, was identified.
After a series of meetings, those people became the core of CAHA.

CAHA was different from some other organizations in that its members were
renters, professionals and managers, well-educated people who came together
because of an Interest in the crime control program.

CAHA's only agenda item was crime. The way CAHA dealt with the crime
problem was different from SSCA and from the Western Hill Organization which
will be discussed next. CAHA seldom or never held block parties. CAHA's
membership was always small. CAHA did not become involved much in housing or
urban development issues.

On the other hand, CAHA was extremely effective and eloquent in lobbying
for the street changes. The leadership of CAHA became fully enmeshed in the
logic of community crime control on which the project was based. CAHA
initiated a survey which obtained the kind of documentation in which the
politicians were interested in to help support the political feasibility of the
street changes.

When CAHA extended its areas of concern, it was not to urban development or
housing but rather to other criminal justice issues. CAHA members became
interested in capital punishment and mandatory sentences. They studied issues
and wrote position papers.

By 1977, CAHA had grown from an initial dozen members to perhaps a roster
of 40. However, meetings became less frequent and less well attended. CAHA's
agenda was also less clear.

By 1979, CAHA was essentially out of business. Although there were still

individuals who considered themselves to be CAHA members, there were no
identifiable programs. CAHA was not holding regular meetings anymore.
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In essence, CAHA is an example of a single-issue organization whose time
came and passed. Recent studies of community organizations involved in crime
prevention have shown that crime alone as a focus will not sustain an
organization. Either an organization must broaden its issues and concerns or
it will fade away. CAHA 1s a perfect example of such an organization.

WESTERN HILL ORGANIZATION (WHO)

The Western Hill Organization provides another contrasting example of what
happens to community organizations involved in crime.

Like CAHA, WHO emerged from the efforts of the Hartford Insitute. It is
the only organization discussed here where membership came largely from South

Asylum Hill.

When the Hartford Institute was first going out into the community, trying
to identify ways of getting people involved in the crime control issue, a set
of landlords met with the Hartford Institute staff about whai steps they might
take to reduce crime events in and around the buildings they owned. An idea
that evolved from that meeting was to have the resident managers or maintenance
people form a kind of watch in the area to spot suspiclous events or other
things that should be of concern. ;

In fact, the landlords never developed enough momentum to follow through
with the idea. However, as a splnoff from that meeting, some older residents
of the buildings involved became interested in the project and inquired what
they might do. After a series of meetings, the initial Block Watch Program in
Asylum Hill evolved.

In essence, a set of older, long-time residents of Asylum Hill gathered
together and volunteered to patrol a small segment of Asylum Hi11ll during the
early. evening hours. The initial program was focussed south of Asylum Avenue
in what we will call South Asylum Hill. Police agreed to train the volunteers.
CB radios were obtalned, and part of the program was to have a police
substation which was manned to receive calls about problems.

The Block Watch Program provided a reason for these older people to get
together. The Hill Center provided them with a place to meet. Over time, the
group evolved an esprit de corps, and a set of other activities developed :
unrelated to the Block Watch Program. In essence, WHO ended up serving a very :
important social function for a set of individuals, as well as providing block ;
watching to the neighborhood.

In 1979, WHO continued in very much the same way it had exlsted two or
three years before, but it was having Increased difficulty in finding enough
people to volunteer to patrol. Leaders blamed it on some lack of interest and
possibly less enthusiastic management of the program. Those in WHO who had an
interest in crime had other outlets for their energies, in part through the
variety of activities that had been spawned by the Police Advisory Committee
which will be discussed below. The important social significance of WHO had
been maintained unabated.
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POLICE ADVISORY COMMITTEE (PAC)

An initial part of the program was to set up a Police Advisory Committee
(PAC) to work with the team leader of the police unit assigned to Asylum Hi11.
The PAC was composed of representatives of the three resident organizations
described above. It met monthly with the police team leader, and sometimes the
district commander, to discuss citizen priorities and concerns and to provide a
vehicle for the police to communicate their problems and concerns to residents.

When the Police Advisory Committee was first formed in 1975, the police
observers characterized it as largely a waste of time. They felt that the
resident members had an unrealistic set of expectations about what police could
do. However, over time, all parties seemed to agree that the relationship
became more constructive and positive.

It was possible to see effects of the PAC on police priorities in a varlety
of ways. For example, foot patrols in the park, a recurrent citizen request,
were instituted from time to time when manpower permitted. There were highly
visible efforts to reduce the amount of prostitution in Asylum Hill, a problem
which the police did not like to deal with but which concerned the residents of
the neighborhood a great deal. Pclice also worked at the difficult task of
breaking up groups of loitering men and controlling public drinking 1in response
to citizen requests. Ticketing cars for parking violations and violations of
the one-way streets created by the street changes was another area where
citizen demands for law enforcement were heeded by police, even though they
were relatively unattractive jobs from their point of view. Overall, in 1977
when the program was first evaluated, the constructive, positive relationship
between the Police Advisory Committee and the police team was a very important
and distinctive part of the program implemented in Asylum Hill.

Early in 1979, the Police Advisory Committee had become even more powerful
and more important; and it had changed its character and name. Three different
events were critical in shaping the situation. First, based in part on the
experience in District Five, of which Asylum Hill is a part, the Hartford
Police Department set up a Public Safety Committee in each district throughout
the city. These Public Safety Committees, 1n turn, applied to LEAA for funding
for community crime prevention programs. The Asylum Hill Public -Safety
Committee jolned with that of another district to submit a grant proposal which
was funded. This grant, in fact, spawned five programs: radio block patrols;
an anti-burglary effort; a program to focus on sexual assault; a program of
services to senior citizens; and a victim assistance program. These programs
were run by paid, salaried staff who worked under a director of the Community
Crime Prevention Program (the name of the umbrella of all five programs)
accountable to the Public Safety Committee (PSC).

At the same time that the PSC activities were extended by the LEAA grant,
the importance of its relationship to the district police team declined
markedly. As will be discussed in a subsequent section, team policing in
Asylum Hill deteriorated after 1977. In 1979, the PSC had very little to do
with the police team or its leaders. When it felt the neighborhood needed
additional police service, it would go directly to police headquarters.
Reportedly, the PSC in Asylum Hill was able to lobby effectively for services
to meet its needs.
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The Public Safety Committee in Asylum Hill differed from those in the rest
of Hartford in the extent to which there was resident involvement. Apparently,
representatives of business and service orgainilzations tended to dominate the
committees in other areas.. However, in Asylum Hill, where the mechanisms for
citizen involvement had been developed earlier, the history of resident control
of the committee was maintained.

The evolution of the Public Safety Committee provides another example of
the way in which programs change over time. The original PAC was simply a -
vehicle which enabled residents to express their concerns and priorities to the
police. Their influence derived largely from the fact that the local police
team leader had to meet with them routinely and appeared to have a genuine
interest in attempting to respond. The committee had no real resources of its
own. It only had the resources available through the police department. The
one program effort of the committee prior to 1977, a program to sell Freon
horns to people frightened of walking on the streets, turned out to be a fiscal
disaster.

Two years later, the situation with the committee was completely different.
The resources that it controlled were not those of the local police department
but rather those derived independently from LEAA. There was a pald staff
responsible to the committee. Although the relationship with the police team
was reduced and the committee no lenger could control local police resources
through the team commander, the committee did have the political clout and
savvy to obtain services from city agencies on an as needed basis. There is no
doubt that the Public Safety Committee in 1979 was stronger than, although
different from, the Police Advisory Committee that existed in 1977.

ASYLUM HILL, INC.

Asylum Hill, Inc. was a non-profit organization established in the early
1970's. 1t was one of several efforts, funded largely by insurance agencies
and other businesses 1in Hartford, to try to revitalize and develop various
parts of the Greater Hartford Area.

In 1973, when the Hartford project was initiated, Asylum Hill, Inc. had
some plans for new housing 1n the Asylum Hill area. There were early efforts
to coordinate the crime control program with the efforts of Asylum Hill, Inc.
However, it 1s probably fair to say that the Asylum Hill, Inc. program reached
a moribund state by 1974. 1In part, this may have been the result of some
economic setbacks In the middle of the decade which reduced the Interest of
insurance companies in such ventures. In addition, we were told that Asylum
Hill, Inc. had not been successful in establishing strong relationships with
community residents on Asylum Hill. Thus, there was a lack of political and
community support for its programs. By 1975, when the Hartford Institute was
in the process of working out detalls for implementing the crime control
program, little need was felt for directly involving Asylum Hill, Inc.

In this light, it 1is interesting to find Asylum Hill, Inc. back in the
plcture in 1979. 1Its role was as host institution for the LEAA community crime
prevention grant. - One of the problems that resident groups have 1in accepting
money is the absence of a structure for such rudimentary bureaucratic tasks as
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accounting for funds and paying bills. When the LEAA grant arrived, it was
necessary to find a corporate entity to accept the funds and employ the staff.
Asylum Hill, Ine. volunteered to be that agent.

The community crime prevention program clearly was run and controlled by
the Public Safety Commlittee, not Asylum Hill, Inc. However, this peculiar and
gpecial need once again put Asylum Hil1ll, Inc. back at the center of activities
in the Asylum Hill area.

CONCLUSION

In thelr studles of community responses to crime, Podolefsky, et al. (1980)
examined formal organizations and their efforts in crime-related areas. They
reached some intriguing and important conclusions. TFirst, they found that most
groups that were active 1In —crime related activities did not define their
organizational goals as primarily having to do with crime. Second, in a
similar vein, organizations that started out with a crime-related focus either
had to expand the definition of the organization or they faded away.
Single-issue organizations, at least if the issue 1s crime, do not endure.
Third, there are limits to voluntarism. Most community crganizations find that
their ideas for projects require more time than organization members can
volunteer. This leads to pressures either to reduce the number of activitiles
or to professionalize, to obtain funds to pay people to do things the
organization would have previously tried to do through volunteers.

The evolution of community organization in Aslyum Hill demonstrates all
these principles. SSCA was always broadly aimed at neighborhcod concerns and
making the neighborhood better. The crime problem provided a catalyst that
revitalized interest in the assoclation. However, crime passed as a major
agenda item. The subset of those members who were particuarly interested in
crime could find an outlet for thelr interest through the Public Safety
Committee. Meanwhile, the organization grew in sophistication and
professionalism as it explored ways to revitalize the housing stock in the
area.

CAHA, the small single-issue professional group, essentially died. That
organization was not rooted in the community. There were not any obvious
directions 1n which that particulatr membership wanted to expand. In contrast,
WHO, born of elderly residents' interest in block watching, endured because of
the soclal need that the organization fulfilled. 1In essence, while crime was
still on the agenda of WHO in 1979, its most important function continued to be
social support for members.

In 1979, the Public Safety Committee had resources and an extended agenda.
It had significant political power in the city. However, its original reason
for being and its original power, to advise the neighborhood police team and
structure the use of its resources, eroded. The potential to make the
neighborhood better by working through that neighborhood team was essentially
gone. The community crime prevention program was a much bigger and
far-reaching responsibility. It will be interesting to see what happens when
no further LEAA funding 1s available. Will the Public Safety Committee find
other resources and agendas, whereby it can stay in business; or will it find
itself a committee with nothing to do?
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CHAPTER 7
THE NEIGHBORHOOD POLICE TEAM

INTRODUCTION

In 1973, the Hartford Police Department was organized on a city-wide basis.
Patrols rotated through different parts of the city on a sixty-day basis.

In looking at ways to reduce criminal opportunities, the program planners
concluded that several fundamental changes in police organization could make a
significant difference. As noted in Chapter 4, the goal of the changes was not
te produce any particular change in police activity. Rather, it was to
increacse the likelihood that police could and would focus effectively on those
problems which would make the most difference to the neighborhood.

The basic proposal was to create a police team that could serve Asylum
Hill. There were four elements that were considered essential:

1) Geographic stability: The same set of officers would be assigned
to the area indefinitely.

2) Decentralized authority: The team leader would have the power

to make decisions about tactics, policies and priorities, consistent with
overall Department policies.

3) A formal citizens' advisory committee that would both serve as a

vehicle for two-way communication and, most distinctively, give residents some
real say in police priorities.

4) A good information system so that police would have detailed
information about crime patterns and known offenders in the neighborhood.

In the first part of this chapter, we look at the basic organization of the
police team. In the latter part of the chapter, we use police record data and
data from surveys of police officers and residents to examine police
performance and police-resident relationships.

ORGANIZATION

In January, 1975, the Hartford Police Department established district
policing. Although the department actually created five different districts
which covered all the city, it was only in District 5, which included Asylum
Hill, that an actual nelghborhood police team was created. In fact, two teams
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hborhood captain. One of these

d in District 5, each with a neig

ZZ::SC::EEZd the area calléd Asylum Hill, including the areas north and south
of Asylum Avenue.

The initial team used a representative group of ofgiie;:i ngsei ggogzntgzie
its abilities. ghtly

distinctive for its dedication or
:::igned to District 5, about 25 to each area. The ratio of pzlize tguring e
regldents 1n District 5 was approximately ai the city;:idz 3I§ii§d.Asylum g

ice operation
aluation, an outside expert in po

ip:siaéwsvor three’months to talk with team leaders and officers.tf?eeiisgn
E;sezved operations by a variety of means including riding with offic
patrol.

In this update, informatlon about police activities aggiorganiiitizgewzzst
ith the three police o cers
ived primarily from interviews w
iiiw;ngzable about the Agylum Hili police team. This infogmatizﬁow::re retive
supplemented to some extent by interviews with resident leaders
in the community.

Geographic Stability

Geographic stabllity was seen as one of the Important gigls oibEZeto
neighborhood team police. In this way, polzcehofiiczrsogo;rOblst e e o
idents and the nds
develop a familiarity with the res (Droblems th
hought some kind of feeling
1 to them. In addition, it was t .
ggzgizgent regarding the area might develop among the police officers

During the flrst two years of the experiment, there was a reasonabiy high

degrée of geographic stability. Turnover amingipﬁliii E;igsmzﬁbszibzzms For
t deal with a .
ively low. The police team did no : 1 0
Zii:;lef {here was a clty-wide burglary sq;id a;g a iiti Zigs gi;itsgiiﬁ thise
"ea
operate, though the Asylum Hi police

congi:;:d tZ cgrtain,amount of crossover between districts with respect tier o
pril fo; service was necessary. In 1977, we estimated that about a q;zr the
zie ialls for service in District 5 were handled by officers from gut;fiiers
district; whereas, about a quarter of the calls to which Distriz;d Zt poers
res ondeé were actually outside thelr district. Thus, the men : tge majority
evegything in thelr area. However, members of the team delivere
of police service to Asylum Hill.

In 1979, geographic stablility had deteriorated a great diil.p :gggiig Ezo
; r e pT
had been an increasing trend ove
e e o 2 two concrete ways 1in which
ict Integrity. There ware
e wae dore htrer e had taken over the assignment of
s done. First, central headquarters ha
EZE? wgn a routine ba;is, men were assigned from one district to Zo:k égr veake
ther district. This happened on individual days and, when nee E ,is £ use
zzoa time As a result, there were very few men who zn i i;:;izi diz s coutd
; lice Department cla
to work in Agylum Hill. The Po
dezi;ie ;erson power to cover all needed assignments unless it had this kind
of flexibility.
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ran about 3 to 4 hours behind in respo

The other key change was in the behavior of dispatchers. 1In 1977,
dispatchers attempted to have calls for service responded to by a distriet
officer if it was possible. 1In 1979, we were told that dispatchers virtually
ignored district boundaries in assigning men to respond to calls for service.

In 1979, a distriet commander a

responsibility for police activitie

Moreover, there
ed more in Asylum Hi1l1l than anywhere else 1n the city.
However, the size of that force was drastically reduced. District 5 had over

50 men assigned to it in 1975; the 1979 figure was less than 30. The District

5 men were divided about equally between the Asylum Hill team and the other
team that serviced another nelghborhood in that district.

Prior to 1975, the Hartford Police De

police force, with patrol officers rotate
district.

that. There was a s
that gpent a majorit

when the program was previously evaluated, there was a great reduction in the
extent to which geographic stability of men and continuity of service
characterized the police presence on Asylum Hi1l1.

partment operated as a clity-wide
d every 60 days from district to

However, since 1977,

Decentralized Command

Decentralized command was c
reason for having a police team
neighborhood police team was to
speclal problems and needs in th
the knowledge and authority to d
general guidelines established b
essential part of thig.

onsidered to be another i
in Asylum Hill. A main reason for having a
enable procedures and priorities to reflect the
e Asylum Hill area. A police leader who had
etermine police activities in the area, within
y the Department, was considered to be an

mportant goal and

When the police team was first established in 1975,
with respect to decentralized command. A long tradition of centralized
authority existed in the Hartford Police Department. Even though the Chief of
Police recognized the im g authority to the teanm leader, 1t digd
not come easily. During the first year or so there was a good deal of checking
back and forth. Neither the team leader

nor some of his commanding officers in
central headquarters felt completely free to let him operate on his own.

there were difficulties

By the end of the second
team matured a great deal.
out the issues and stimulati
leaders to confront the issu
acceptable set of guidelines
enjoyed a great deal of auton
setting priorities and patrol

Year of the program, however,
The Hartford Institute played s
ng both the central command and
es directly. Eventually, they worked out an

for authority. By 1977, the police team leader

omy with respect to assigning mer to tagks and
activities in this area.

this aspect of the

ons in the area that they did in 1977. When
questions were asked about what happened, the first response was always the

reduction in manpower. For example, the Asylum Hill team leader said that he
no longer had any decisions to make. On a busy afternoon, he claimed that he

nding to non-emergency calls. He said
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that two years earlier, he had to explain to residents why he responded to some
of their requests and concerns but not to others. He noted that in 1979 he no
longer had to explain. He no longer responded to anything except direct calls
for service and help.

No doubt the manpower reduction had a significant §ffect on the ability of
the team leader to exercise authority and command. Indeed, in 1977 the police
specialist was concerned that a team of less than 25 men was too small to have
the excess capacity needed for specialized activities and patrols. Clearly
that concern 1s even more appropriate for a team of fewer than 15 men.

However, in our opinion, the reasons for the changes go beyond the reduction in

manpower.

Starting in about 1977, there appears to have been a clear pulling back of
authority into central headquarters and away from the team leaders. Two
critical areas can be cited. First, in response to the manpower shortage,
central headquarters took over responsibility for assignment of men on each
shift. At that point, not only was the geographic stability undermined, but
the team commander no longer had control over his own manpower. Rather than
having the flexibility to reassign his own men to days and shifts to uzilize
his personnel most effectively, the team leader did not know from one day to
the next how many, much less which, officers he would have at his disposal.

The other clear issue was the extent to which central dispatchers overrode
hat the team
district integrity. The most important aspect here was t
commanders no longer had control over what their men did. Although that issue
was something of a problem in 1977, in 1979 the team leader stated that he felt
1ike little more than a coordinator of activities in his district.

Congistent with the increased importance of central headquarters, there was
additional evidence of pulling back. Team leaders and district commanders
began to spend less time in district fleld offices and more time in central
headquarters. This may have been in part because it was increasingly important
to coordinate and communicate with officers in central headquarters. In
addition, it seems almost certain that there was a symbolic element to this

pattern.

Police Advisory Committee

The relationship to cltizens was perhaps the most distinctive aspect of the
police component of the program in Asylum Hill. One of the first concrete
steps was the establishment of a Police Advisory Committee (PAC). This
committee consisted of representatives of the various community organizations.
Tt met at least once a month with the team leader, and often the district
captain as well, to discuss police-related problems and issues.

Although many team police experiments have stated that increased citizen
input was a goal, the extent to which citizen influence of police priorities
was achleved in Asylum Hill by 1977 appeared to be distinctive. On the police
side, it was reported that initial sessions were not very constructive.
Citizens presented gripes and demands, and had unrealistic expectations to
which police could not respond. After six months, however, the group settled
down seriously to work more constructively with police on neighborhood
problems.
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Police team leadershlip appeared committed to the idea of being responsive
from the outset. Police leaders attended meetings. They also met regularly
with staff members of the Hartford Institute, where many lssues and concerns
were discussed. It was clear that the police leadership from 1975 to 1977 in
Asylum Hi1ll was distinctively dedicated to the idea of making this aspect of
the police team experiment work.

There was conslderable concrete evidence that ia fact the process did work.
For example, foot patrols in the park were a recurrent resident request to
which the police were responsive. Focussed efforts against prostitution and
against loitering by drunks were two other areas that police had in the past
avolded that now recelved priority in response to resident concerns. Finally,
one of the clearest examples of resident influence on police priorities was
with respect to the street changes. The one-way streets and street closings,
together with some parking restrictions that these entalled, created some
inconveniences for residents and non-resldents alike. Especially at the
beginning, some people would go the wrong way down a one—-way street, would go
over the street closings and would park in illegal parking spaces. The Police
Advisory Committee was firmly In favor of strict enforcement. The police,
understandably, felt that such enforcement was not a very high priority; it was
time—-consuming and thankless. In particular, they felt that way because
residents were among those most likely to violate the laws. Nonetheless,
despite police officer resistance, the police team in Asylum Hill was generally
active In enforcing the restrictions that went along with the street changes.

Thus, in 1977 there was an unusual amount of resident influence on police
activities. The police team was very responsive.

In 1979, the situation was completely changed. The Police Advisory
Committee, then known as the Public Safety Committee, was still intact and
active, but its focus had changed in ways described in Chapter 6. The Asylum
Hill team leader and District 5 captain rarely met with the Public Safety
Committee. The police leader ncted that he did not even have the ability to
decide which shift he himself would work. With decisions being made downtown,
it was unusual for him to be on duty at the right time to attend the Public
Safety Committee meetings. He did not feel it was approprilate for him to
attend such meetings on his own time. Moreover, given his limited manpower
and, more importantly, the limits to his own authority, the Asylum Hill team
leader was explicit that he saw little reason to attend Public Safety Committee
meetings. He felt there was little or nothing he could do to respond to the
problems, issues or coucerns that were raised.

In fact, as also was noted earlier, the liartford Police Department had
developed a centralized task force to handle problems throughout the city. If
a Public Safety Committee felt it had a special law enforcement prcblem or
concern, the way to have this addressed by the Police Department was to go
directly to central police headquarters to request the assistance of the
Speclal Police Task Force. Thus, one of the uniq .e features of the
neighborhood police team, its ability to focus efforts on special problems of
concern to neighborhood residents, had been taken over, to the extent that it
existed at all, by central headquarters. In essence, the Public Safety
Committee exerted 1little or no influence on police service in the area via its

relationship with the team leader; what influence it had came by way of central
police headquarters.
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Information

Detailed information about the area was expected to ge anothzzrbszgﬁézlgiy
having neighborhood team police. TInitial analyses showe vzryego P
Limteed xtens ta] gigtergi i cri:e;ongéiizzgzbiﬁitthi:ei:vownpinitiative
limited extent in 1 . ere we ity

lary and robbery and were analy g
h:th:Ezno? zzigiainizﬁzr::Za?n gﬁzgﬁaerord Institute also prgviifitizztial
Eechnical assistance in crime analysis. However, that was a shor iv
activity. It did not even last through 1977.

ising that there was no further

the discussion above, 1t is not surpr

evidgizznof the development of,detailed information a:o;;7;hi ni;§gbozgzgg gzs
77. 1In the perio o s

the Asylum Hill police team since 19 .

no speZific crime analysis focussed on the North Asylum Hill area

SUMMARY OF ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGES

It would probably be unfalr to say that there were no remnants oztt2§ cen
neighborhood police team remaining in 1979. As noted, there Zas Zrz o
to fifteen officers who primarily worked i? A:yluthilirizg nglzm H1§1 te

team leader who s
familiar with the area. There was a . ctainly
ices to Asylum Hill. e ce
d some role in organizing police serv
gigyzood knowledge of the area and its probliﬁs. Hefa:iaiozzlziizizh?;nw?is
as a fo
informal relationships with residents, as we
t;eoPublic Safety Committee, which gave them access to information about

problems and concerns.

The team leader did sometimes assist residents in recruitingipoligiorts ‘o
services for the area. For example, there were sporadic continuing 3 :
reduce the amount of prostitution in the area and the nuisance cause y

loitering drunks.

Despite these qualifications, however, the mai?it?r;st Siazhiogizzgiiiin:e
d team policing. .
7 s the deterioration of neighborhoo .
iEZy :irong model in 1977 had radically changed i?d n:arlytvzztsszgebz izzzical
ilable to the police departm ; :
Perhaps the scarce resources ava Perhans Lavios Fros
hority into central headquarters.
part in pulling back aut L oerhaps hav
for control and order tha
district commanders created a need s T o
fits were derived from having a
ot deres finself responsive d by a committee of residents.
d himself responsive to and supporte vy
§§2i23:§ethe reasons, the main residual of the police component of the program

was the strong Public Safety Committee.

EFFECTS OF POLICE TEAM PROGRAM

The organlzational features discussed above were important, of co:rse, o
because they were expected to affect the way the pziice z;zziiigiizrzozgieted
—— e qu
tion we examine two other data sources ir
g;i:hzegsylum Hill police officers and the resident survey data for evidence

regarding changes in police service.

The analysis is somewhat weakened because we do not have aMfuii :irazeoiave
measures of citizen perceptions of the police prior to 1975. oreover,
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no measures of police officer perceptions and feelings prior to 1975. However,
since the main purpose of this project is to evaluate the total integrated
program, the restricted time frame for which we have data does not comnstitute a
serious problem. 1In £ssence, our task is to identify the significance of the

police component of the bprogram as it existed in 1979. For that purpose, the
context of 1975 through 1979 ig adequate.

It will be recalled that the program as a whole was implemented only in
North Asylum Hill. However, the neighborhood police team served both North and
South Asylum Hill. Our data from surveys of South Asylum Hill residents

of the area make it less than a perfect replication. Therefore, for this
section, we are presenting data for both North and South Asylum Hill, as well
as for the rest of the city, in looking at citizen responses to the police.

Police Officer Perceptions

One use of the police officer Surveys was to obtain information regarding
the organization of police services. Generally speaking, the responses of the
police officers to the standardized questionnaire supported the conclusions
that emerged from the interviews with police leaders. TFor example, in Table
7.1, we see their answers about the extent to which officers had flexibility on
patrol and the effect central headquarters had on district decisions. While
police officer flexibility did not change very much, it is very clear that in

1979 police officers perceived central headquarters as having a great deal more
impact on district decisions than in 1975.

Two other effects of the erosion of team poiicing were apparent in the
table. When police officers were asked whether or not they thought "team
policing” was a "good idea”, they were almost unanimously agreed in 1977. 1In
contrast only 38 percent thought it was a "good idea"” in 1979. It is clear

that somehow the climate with respect to teanm policing deteriorated a